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I. Introduction
This report documents an archaeological investigation conducted on the property of the Liberty
Hyde Bailey Museum (LHBM) in South Haven, Van Buren County, MI, which was given the site
number 20VA78 (Figure 1.1). The homestead is the birthplace and childhood home of Dr. Liberty
Hyde Bailey, Jr. (1858-1954), a naturalist, farmer, and Professor of Horticulture at Cornell University
who gained prominence as a pioneer of the progressive farming movement in the late 19  and earlyth
20  centuries. th
In the spring of 2012, John Stempien, then Director of the Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum,
contacted Dr. LouAnn Wurst of Western Michigan University to request an archaeological
investigation of the museum grounds. Museum personnel had located a picture dating to no later than
the 1930s showing a small structure to the northwest of the main house that they speculated was a
privy (Figure 1.2). 
Because the structure is no longer standing, the museum wished to know if any archaeological
trace remained that would provide information about the building’s purpose and date. Archaeological
excavations performed by Dr. Wurst and her students found no clear evidence of a foundation where
the structure was located. However, the excavations did identify an archaeological feature and artifact
deposits that provide new evidence of progressive social ideologies and farming techniques as well as
insight into the everyday life of the occupants of the Liberty Hyde Bailey house.
The property is already listed on the National Register, fulfilling Criteria A, B, and C.
However, we propose an expansion of its Criterion A eligibility and the addition of its Criterion D
eligibility based on our findings of a clear material correlate with ideas of progressive farming and the
further research potential of the archaeological context.
II. Project Location and Physical Environment
The state of Michigan is situated in the Midwestern United States, within the Great Lakes
Region. It is the largest state east of the Mississippi River, encompassing a total area of 96,716 square
miles.  It lies in a geologic region known as the Michigan Basin. The basin is distinctly bowl-shaped,
and extends westward towards the Wisconsin-Minnesota border and eastward to western New York.
The northern end of the basin extends towards the Upper Peninsula of Michigan where it meets the
southern edge of the Lake Superior Basin. The southern edge of the Michigan Basin reaches into
northern Ohio and along the southern shore of Lake Michigan towards present-day Chicago.
Michigan’s Lower Peninsula is positioned over the geographical center of the Michigan Basin with the
deepest point of the basin’s center being positioned approximately over Gratiot County in the central
portion of the Lower Peninsula.  The Michigan Basin’s foundation consists mainly of limestone,
sandstone, and shale.
Glaciation played an important role in shaping what we recognize as Michigan. Michigan and
the surrounding Great Lakes were formed during the Pleistocene (circa 11,700 years BP) when the
Laurentide Ice Sheet receded, revealing the Great Lakes Basin.  The Basin filled in with glacial melt
water and formed the Great Lakes. Much of Michigan’s Lower Peninsula is covered in glacial deposits
as a result of continuous glacial activity during much of the Pleistocene, ranging from 1.8 million
–10,000 years BP.  These glacial deposits consist mainly of sand, clay, gravel, peat, and marl.
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The Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum Site is located in Van Buren County in southwest Michigan,
roughly one mile from the eastern shore of Lake Michigan. The site is situated in the northwestern
corner of Van Buren County, in South Haven Township and the City of South Haven. It is part of the
Black River Basin in the Lake Michigan Watershed. The elevation of the City of South Haven is
approximately 614 ft. above sea level. The elevation at Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum Site is
approximately 37 ft. higher than the level of Lake Michigan at 577 ft (Figure 2.1).
Like most of Michigan’s Lower Peninsula, Van Buren County’s geological make-up is
attributed to glaciation and resulting glacial sediment deposits (Gillies 2009).  The underlying bedrock
beneath Van Buren County consists of Coldwater Shale, with only a small portion of Ellsworth Shale
existing in the extreme southwest portion of the county. Van Buren County’s surface geological
sediment shows the tell-tail signs of glaciation with the majority of the sediment found in Van Buren
County being made up of glacial end moraines, glacial outwash consisting of sand and gravel, medium
and fine-textured glacial till, and coastal dune sand. The surface geology is much less diverse where
the Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum is situated (Davis 1964, Gillies 2009).  South Haven Township,
which runs along the coast of Lake Michigan, is predominantly fine-textured end moraines, fine-
textured glacial till, Lacustrine sand and gravel, and coastal dune sand. The dominant soil type in the
vicinity of the Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum site is referred to as “sandy outwash” found in “Urban
land-Berms complex with a 0 to 4 percent slope (Van Buren County, n.d.). Eighty percent of the land is
considered to be urban land and the remaining 20 percent is berms and similar soil. The site is closely
bordered by sections of Selfridge loamy sand with 0 to 3 percent slope (Figure 2.2).
Southwest Michigan is situated in a prominently deciduous tree zone where the major flora
consists of a mix of maples, ash, birch, beech, oaks, elms, and hemlock. This is fairly consistent with
the dominant tree species that inhabited this area prior to European contact. The amount of open land
has increased since the arrival of Euro-American settlers due to the overall quality and productivity of
its fertile soils.
The region was and is still known for its fruit farms and is commonly referred to as “the fruit
belt” of Michigan (Bogue 1989).  It is known for growing a variety of fruits that were introduced
during the mid-to-late 19  century (Arnold et al 2010).  Southwest Michigan maintains a uniqueth
climate that makes the area favorable for fruit growth (Arnold et al 2010).  The lake-effect climate
consists of westerly winds that keep areas along the shore of Lake Michigan colder longer, which
prevents the early budding of fruit trees during the spring. Early budding followed by spring frost
would kill Michigan apples as well as small fruit bushes, and any surviving fruit would be smaller in
size (interview with Jared Marr November 21, 2012).  Since fruit bearing trees have deep roots the
sandy, fertile in southwest Michigan are ideal for those needs (Schaetzl, n.d.). 
III. Historic Context of the Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum Site
The area of South Haven, Michigan was first settled by Jay R. Monroe in 1833 after receiving a
patent for 65 acres.  He began improving the area by laying out the village plat in 1833 and
constructing roads to nearby towns like Prairie Ronde and Paw Paw.  In the early 1850s settlement in
South Haven began to take off, in part because of the construction of its first saw mill.  According to
the census records, the population rose from 1442 in 1880 to 1924 in 1890, with the population of Van
Buren County booming relative to the population of Michigan as a whole.  Farmers like Liberty Hyde
Bailey, Sr. saw the potential in South Haven’s timber and fruit industry and flocked to the area.
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Liberty Hyde Bailey, Sr. moved from his family's farm in Townshend, Vermont to Kalamazoo,
Michigan in 1842.  Bailey Sr. was a 22-year-old bachelor when he relocated to the Midwest while
working for Ormando S. Howard at the Vermont Land Company, a land speculation company based in
Vermont (Bogue 1989).  Three years later, Bailey Sr. married Sarah Harrison of Kalamazoo. The
newlyweds had their first child, Dana, the following year and moved to a 40-acre property in the
nearby township of Arlington where they built a cabin (Bogue 1989).  According to the 1850 census,
Bailey Sr. (30) was living with his wife Sarah (26), their children Dana (4) and Martha (2), and Sarah's
sister Orville (or Arvilla) Harrison (10).  
In 1856 the Bailey family moved to South Haven. An economic depression in 1857 prolonged
the sale of his Arlington farm, making for a difficult transition and deep financial burden for the Bailey
family. Times were hard when Liberty Hyde Bailey, Jr. was born on March 15 , 1858, although Southth
Haven was proving to be an advantageous location to market fruits and lumber (Stieve 1983; Bogue
1989).  The oldest part of Bailey’s apple orchard likely dated to 1858  (Michigan State Pomological
Society [MSPS] 1878).   Bailey Sr. was invested in his property and by 1858 the Bailey family resided
in a finished framed house near their large barn, which were on stone foundations (Bogue 1989).  
According to the 1860 census, two additional farmers, Orlando Voorhes (27) and Henry
Chalfield (27), were living with the Baileys in the South Haven house.  While it was common to have
farm laborers living with their employers, it was unusual for them to be listed as farmers.  Voorhes was
listed as having $150 in real estate and $1000 in personal estate, while Chalfield was listed with $1000
in real estate and $100 in personal estate.  Chalfield is also included in the agricultural schedule,
indicating that he was a farmer in his own right rather than a farm laborer.  In addition, Bailey Sr.
reported no labor costs for the 1860 agricultural schedule.  Given this, it is unclear whether they
represent agricultural labor hired by Bailey Sr. or area farmers who boarded with them. However, the
1873 and 1895 maps of South Haven (Figures 3.1 and 3.2) show a Henry Chatfield with a 40 acre farm
living immediately to the east, and an A. Voorhes lived to the northeast of the Baileys according to the
1873 map.  Since they (or their families) continued to be residents of the area, it seems most likely that
these farmers were boarding with the Baileys while they were establishing their own homes.
Scarlet fever struck the Bailey household in the 1860s.  In 1861 Bailey Sr. wrote a letter to his
creditor and former employer, Ormando Howard, informing him that his 14-year-old son Dana had
died from scarlet fever and that his wife and youngest son, Liberty Hyde Bailey, Jr., were also
suffering from the disease.  He lamented that “all looks dark and gloomy. I have spent my money to
save my family and am in debt besides. Oh my Howard, do not cramp me you shall [have] all of the
prin[ciple] and interest.” Sarah died of the fever in 1862 at the age of 38 (Bogue 1989:32-33). 
In 1862 Bailey Sr. finally transferred the deed for the Arlington property to a new owner and in
1863 Bailey Sr. officially purchased his 80-acre farm in South Haven, which he had been operating
since 1856 (Bogue 1989).  Bailey Sr. remarried in 1864 to Maria Bridges, a 21-year-old Arlington
woman, at a time when his financial situation began to look up.  Bailey Sr. improved much of his land
and his farm value increased dramatically, from $4,000 in 1860 to $10,000 ten years later (Table 3.1). 
He cleared its timber and profited from the lumber industry, sold maple sugar, and developed the
cleared lands for orchards.  According to Bogue (1989:35), “even with family help in the form of both
loans and gifts and many cultural pluses, the Liberty Hyde Bailey Sr. family's success came largely
from their own combined cooperative hard work and from frugal living” as they produced their own
food and clothing. The Annual Report of the Michigan State Pomological Society describes Bailey
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Sr.’s successful orchards which, by 1873, had at least one nut orchard and two apple orchards with a
total of “74 varieties of apples growing, some magnificent pears and plenty of peaches” (MSPS
1873:152).  Maria’s skills as a fruit preserver and canner were not overlooked.  In 1880, the Bailey
orchards sold 480 bushels of produce (Table 3.2).  
Table 3.1:  Liberty Hyde Bailey, Sr. agricultural schedules
Year
1860 1870 1880
Improved Acres 40 70 79
Unimproved Acres 40 10 0
Farm Value $4000 $10000 $8000
Tool Value $125 $150 $200
Livestock Value $350 $920 $400
Labor Costs 0 $150 $145
Table 3.2: 1880 Orchard information from the 1880 agricultural schedule
Acres Trees Bushels
Apples 30 1300 300
Peaches 10 1000 180
The Baileys continued to own all 80 acres until the end of the 19  century when smaller tractsth
were sold.  As Bailey Sr. sold off small parcels of land, the increase in value is clearly seen-a 5 acre
parcel was sold for $800.  This land division was likely motivated in part as an effort to focus the farm
exclusively on fruit production and in part as a retirement fund for the aging Baileys.  While some of
the increase in farm value is attributable to the improvements he made to the land, some of this
increase was likely due to the growing town of South Haven encroaching upon his farm.  Ultimately,
his farm became more valuable as a series of small, individual house lots then it was as a single farm. 
This process can be seen by comparing the 1895 and 1912 maps (Figures 3.2 and 3.3) which show the
division of the original 80 acres.  The Baileys retained 45 acres, but numerous smaller parcels were
also present. 
Liberty Hyde Bailey, Sr. was noted for his activity with the Masonic Lodge (Cornell University
Archives 1951).  He was a high-ranking officer in the Star of the Lake Lodge (1865), the South Haven
Chapter (1868), and the Council No. 45 of the Royal Ark Mariners (Ellis 1880).  According to local
lore, the porch of the Bailey House, with its four unusual, asymmetrical arches, may have served as a
Masonic symbol (Figure 3.4).  
Following the death of Bailey Sr. in 1912 and his wife Maria in 1916, the farm was transferred
to Frank E. Warner.  Warner lived in Michigan prior to purchasing the Bailey Farm.  According to the
1880 agricultural schedule, Frank E. Warner (22) was living with his parents Anson and Olive Warner
in the Town of Geneva, Van Buren County.  Frank was born in New York while his sister, who was
two years younger, had been born in Michigan, indicating that the Warners had moved to Michigan
soon after Frank’s birth.  In 1910, the Warner household was still living in Geneva, Michigan.  In
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addition to Frank (52), who is listed as a widowed general farmer, the household included his
daughters Lucion (or Linn) (22) and Lulu (18), and his son Frank T. Warner (16).  Frank E. remarried,
and in 1918 he purchased the Bailey farm from Liberty Hyde Bailey, Jr. and his brother Marcus.  
The 1920 census recorded the household as including the fruit grower Frank E. Warner (61), his
wife Grace K. Warner (55), and his step-daughter, Gertrude Hodge (24), who was listed as a
schoolteacher.  The Warners owned the farm until their deaths in the 1930s.  In 1938, the Warner’s
heirs sold the property to Ionia Charles for $3,000.   Later that same year, Ionia donated the house to
the City of South Haven with the expressed intent of it becoming a memorial to Liberty Hyde Bailey,
Jr.  She did this in the name of Clifton B. Charles, her late husband and “a college mate and friend of
Liberty Hyde Bailey [Jr.].”
The City of South Haven made use of the property in several ways, and the grounds of the
LHBM have undergone alterations from construction and maintenance.  In 1938, a museum was
established at the house in accordance with the stipulation of the donation while most of the original 80
acre property was acquired by the South Haven Community Hospital.  In 1944 the Hospital Board
leased the house for use as a nurse's dormitory.  This use lasted until 1954 when the museum was
reestablished.  In 1957 the drive way, parking spaces, and walkways were added.  On the eastern edge
of the house lot is a carriage house.  This building is used as a barn, but was originally a blacksmith
shop.  While it was constructed in 1867, it was later moved to this location for interpretive purposes
(Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum 2012).  The property to the north of the house is the historic location of
the Bailey barn (Figure 3.5).  It was paved over to serve as a parking lot for a more recently
constructed motel.  The motel is no longer in operation and the building is used as office space.  While
the exact year this motel was constructed is not certain, it is pictured in a 1984 photograph.  A
woodshed adjoining the house was constructed in 1995 (Figure 3.6).  This construction disturbed a
great deal of the yard area immediately east of the house. Memorial gardens were also created in 2008
and 2009 (Dane Koll, personal communication, 2012).  All of these structures and features are visible
on the contemporary landscape of the museum grounds (Figure 3.7).
IV. Field Methods
Archaeological investigations at the Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum were carried out for several
weekends in the spring and fall of 2012.  Initial excavations (Units 1-4) in June 2012 sought to locate
an outbuilding seen in a photograph (Figure 1.2) which dated to the 1930s that was believed to be a
privy.  This unidentified structure was located adjacent to the smokehouse and north of the main
dwelling. We expanded our excavations in September 2012 (Units 5-12) to evaluate the integrity of
deposits in the north side of the yard and to collect a representative sample of material culture that
could be used to evaluate aspects of the Bailey family’s everyday life.  Through the course of our
investigations, a total of twelve units were excavated at the Liberty Hide Bailey Museum Site.  These
excavations included seven 1x1m units, three 1x2m units, and one 2x2m unit (Figure 4.1).
We used a consistent excavation methodology for each unit.  The initial layer of sod
(approximately 7cm) was removed and rolled up to be replaced after the units were backfilled. 
Subsequent levels were excavated at arbitrary 10 cm layers within the natural stratigraphy. The units
were primarily shovel skimmed and trowels were employed to straighten the walls and level the floor.
All soil removed was screened through ¼ inch hardware mesh.  The topsoil was consistently a sandy
silt with moderate density roots.  The units were excavated into sterile subsoil, which was a mottled
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yellow-brown clay sand.  In most cases, a round shovel test pit was excavated into the corner of each
unit’s final level in order to make sure that sterile non-cultural deposits were reached. Given the
presence of a pipe located at 72cm in Unit 1, Units 2 and 5 were excavated to this same depth in
attempt to follow the pipe trench.
Overall, the Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum Site displayed little evidence of sheet middens, the
low density artifacts, that commonly accumulate in the yards of 19  century houses.  The absence ofth
these typical assemblages suggests the Baileys maintained a relatively clean yard. We did identify a
great deal of modern disturbance, mainly in the form of PVC sprinkler lines and many miscellaneous
modern artifacts.  However, most of this disturbance was relatively shallow and does not seem to have
adversely impacted the integrity of deeper deposits or of the entire site.  Feature 1, a pipe trench
located in the initial 2x2m unit, yielded a significant amount of cultural material associated with the
Bailey occupation of the site. Ceramic, nails, and glass constitute the majority of recovered artifacts.
The following descriptions of each unit provide more detail about the excavation and artifacts
recovered from each test unit.   
Unit Descriptions and Artifact Summaries
The excavation units were placed in five general areas of the yard.  Units 1-6 were all placed
south of the smokehouse to search for remains of the structure shown in the 1930s photograph and to
further define the pipe trench identified in Unit 1.  Units 7 and 8 were located immediately outside the
kitchen to search for sheet midden deposits and explore the yard.  Units 9 and 10 were placed to the
north of the smokehouse over depressions noted on the surface.  Unit 11 was in the northwest portion
of the yard to further sample the property, and Unit 12 was a good distance south of the smokehouse to
explore the yard behind the kitchen area of the house.  
Unit 1
Unit 1 was a 2x2 meter unit located northeast of the Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum house and
south of the smokehouse. This location was chosen specifically to search for evidence of the
outbuilding that no longer exists shown in the 1930s photograph. This unit was excavated in seven
levels and one feature was identified (Figure 4.2).  The upper levels were all topsoil, and the presence
of a modern sprinkler line suggests recent disturbance.  In Level 4 we encountered the interface with
subsoil.  However, in this artifact densities seemed to increase in this subsoil.  Continued excavations
revealed a pipe trench of mottled dark soil that had been dug into the subsoil.  This trench and the pipe
within it was labeled Feature 1.  Excavations continued to define this trench, terminating after Level 8. 
Feature 1 extended from the southwest edge of the unit east to a “T” intersection near the east wall,
where it continued north, towards the smokehouse, and further to the east.  After excavating the pipe
trench,  no dark soil was seen in the north or east wall profiles, in sharp contrast with the dark trench
fill soils with many artifacts seen at the western end.  This suggests that the pipe may have been
punched laterally through the soils in these directions, or that no trash was used to backfill the pipe
trench in these areas.
Feature 1 was defined as a distinct depositional episode.  All of the materials from Levels 4-8
relate to this feature since intact non-cultural subsoil covered the remainder of the unit.  Feature 1 is 
discussed separately below.  Table 4.1 presents the distribution of common artifact groups and the
dates for these levels.
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Table 4.1: Count and percentage of artifact groups and dates per level, Unit 1
Level Food
Related
Food
Remains
Architectural Household Clothing Personal Smoking Mean
Date
TPQ
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 1916 1894
1 0 0 1 20 2 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1916 1916
2 0 0 0 0 8 67 0 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 1879 1894
3 15 9 7 4 94 54 4 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 1861 1864
4* 44 15 15 5 167 56 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1862 1864
5* 102 37 35 13 86 31 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1882 1860
6* 33 28 0 0 42 35 0 0 0 0 2 2 3 3 1869 1864
7* 21 36 1 2 24 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1861 1864
8* 5 9 2 4 12 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 1869 1916
Unit 2
 
Unit 2 measured 1x1 m and was located immediately east of the smokehouse. The west wall of
Unit 2 incorporates the mortar and brick wall of this structure. This location was chosen in order to
follow the Feature 1 pipe trench to the north from Unit 1 and to evaluate the foundation of the
smokehouse.  Since we were trying to identify a structure shown in a historic photograph, we
anticipated that a clearer view of the smokehouse’s foundation would indicate the kind of foundation
that the unknown structure may have had.  A modern sprinkler line was encountered running north-
south along the west wall.  Unit 2 was excavated to subsoil in six levels, with Level 7 excavating
Feature 1 into the subsoil. 
The west wall of Unit 2 was defined by the east wall of the smokehouse.  Counter to
expectations, the smokehouse did not have a defined foundation.  Instead, the smokehouse was
constructed of brick that was simply laid directly on the ground surface (Figure 4.3).  While unusual,
the fact that the smokehouse is still standing suggests that it this construction method was not as
‘slipshod’ as we might assume.  This lack of a foundation may also help to explain the lack of any
foundation for the building that we were searching for.  
Given the location of this unit, it is not surprising that the vast majority of the artifacts were
architectural (Table 4.2).  Because of this, few of the artifacts were diagnostic.  We were only able to
date Level 2, which has a mean date of 1914 and a TPQ of 1890.
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Table 4.2: Percentage of artifact groups per level, Unit 2
Level Food Related Architectural Clothing Personal Smoking
N % N % N % N % N %
1 0 0 4 100 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 1 1 60 59 1 1 1 1 0 0
3 0 0 33 80 0 0 1 2 0 0
4 1 4 24 96 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 0 0 25 86 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 1 6 14 82 0 0 0 0 1 6
7* 0 0 13 93 0 0 0 0 1 7
Unit 3
Unit 3 was placed immediately east of Unit 1 to locate the Feature 1 pipe running to the east.
Laying out this unit was complicated by a portion of a concrete sidewalk which had to be removed
with a sledge hammer.  Unit 3 was dug in three levels (Figure 4.4).  No artifacts were recovered from
Level 1, and Levels 2 and 3 yielded only small amounts (Table 4.3).  The materials from Level 3
clearly date to the Bailey occupation but the sample size is too small to analyze on its own.  After
excavating Level 3 it was clear that the pipe trench in this area did not contain a sizable sample of
material culture.  Given time constraints, we did not excavate this unit all the way to reveal the Feature
1 pipe.
Table 4.3:Percentage of artifact groups per level, Unit 3
Level Food Related Architecture Hygiene Clothing Personal Mean TPQ
N % N % N % N % N %
2 18 19 44 46 1 1 1 1 1 1 1899 1920
3 4 27 7 47 0 0 0 0 0 0 1856 1812
Unit 4
Unit 4 is a 1x1 meter unit that was excavated in four levels. It is located west of the carriage
barn and east of the sidewalk and Unit 3. It was laid out in this location to locate a further extent of the
cuprous pipe. Unit 4 encroaches on to part of a garden in the northeast quadrant, adjacent to the barn. 
A modern sprinkler line was located in this unit roughly 20cm below datum.  Feature 1 was not
identified in this unit, although the unit was closed prior to reaching the expected depth of Feature 1
due to low artifact density (Figure 4.5).  
Once again the artifact sample was relatively small and composed mainly of architectural
artifacts including nails, spikes, and roofing shingles (Table 4.4).  There was no evidence of structural
remains. The TPQ for this unit is 1915, with the mean date at 1899; however this number is based on
some plastic fragments, and a few broadly dated stoneware fragments. 
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Table 4.4: Percentage of artifact groups per level, Unit 4
Level Food Related Architecture
N % N %
1 1 25 1 25
2 1 4 19 79
3 2 13 7 44
4 0 0 1 9
Unit 5
Unit 5 was excavated in order to follow the Feature 1 pipe to the west. This 2x1 meter unit was
excavated in five levels.  In Level 3 we identified a linear array of brick and stone (Figure 4.6).  While
this appears to be little more than structural debris, it is interesting that this array is oriented north-
south and lies roughly in line with the western face of the brick smokehouse. , the soil was a much
looser medium grey brown wet sand in the southeast corner of Level 5, which indicated the Feature 1
pipe trench. The stratigraphy of both the soils and artifacts are very similar to Unit 1, indicating that
both of these units sampled the same soils and depositional episodes (Figure 4.6).  Even though they
were the same deposits, Unit 5 contained a much smaller sample of artifacts (Table 4.5).  This is
especially true for Level 5 which represents the pipe trench fill (Feature 1).  The small sample size
makes dating these levels difficult.  However, level 4 yielded a 1916 wheat penny, even though the
dates for level 3 are earlier.  The small sample size from this unit makes any further analysis
impossible.
Table 4.5: Percentage of artifact groups per level, Unit 5
Level Food Related Architecture Personal Mean TPQ
N % N % N %
1 0 0 2 18 0 0
2 2 11 10 56 0 0
3 10 7 73 54 1 1 1850 1800
4 9 9 82 81 1 1 1916 1916
5 3 10 25 86 0 0
Unit 6
Unit 6 was placed immediately south of Unit 5 to further expose the cuprous pipe trench which
was identified in the southeast corner of Unit 5.  This 2x1 meter unit was dug in 8 levels.  In Level 3
the linear cluster of brick and stone from Unit 5 continued (Figure 4.7).  Normally we would consider
this array of stone and brick as too ephemeral and inconsistent to be a building foundation.  However,
given the total absence of a foundation for the smokehouse, it is possible that these traces actually do
represent structural remains.  This is made more likely by the fact that they lie in the exact spot as the
unidentified structure shown in the 1930s photograph.  Levels 4-7 were excavated into subsoil, and
Feature 1 was located running at the interface between Units 5 and 6.  Feature 1 was excavated as
Level 8, although all the materials from Levels 4-8 are associated with the feature (Figure 4.8).  
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The artifact profile (Table 4.6) demonstrates a relatively high concentration of architectural
artifacts for Levels 2-4, but relatively few artifacts from the Feature 1 pipe trench in this unit.  While
76 hygienic artifacts from Level 3 seems to be an important pattern, these are all fragments of the same
medicine bottle.  The overall mean date for Unit 6, based on a few datable artifacts is 1894, with a TPQ
of 1938 based on a bottle found in Level 2. The majority of datable artifacts were located in Level 3 or
above whereas the only datable artifact below Level 3 was a yelloware sherd that was found in Level 6
which has a date range of 1812 to 1900. 
Table 4.6: Percentage of artifact groups per level, Unit 6
Level Food Related Architecture Hygiene Household Mean TPQ
N % N % N % N %
1 0 0 2 40 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 27 45 0 0 2 3 1954 1938
3 2 1 59 34 76 44 0 0 1850 1800
4* 7 9 12 16 0 0 3 4
5* 0 0 2 67 0 0 0 0
6* 3 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 1856 1812
7* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8* 3 13 3 13 0 0 0 0
Feature 1
As noted above for the individual units, Feature 1 is a trench with a cuprous pipe running
through it.  The pipe runs generally east-west, meeting a “T” intersection in Unit 1.  One branch
continues east from that point, and the other turns north, running along the eastern foundation of the
smokehouse.  There is also a joint on the pipe in Unit 6, possibly due to the standard lengths for pipes
or maybe a past repair. The feature was first encountered in Unit 1, and Units 2-6 were all excavated in
order to better define the trench. The delineation of this feature is visible in the artifact and date
profiles of the unit.   The ceramic vessels came predominantly from Unit 1 (14 of 31 vessels), and were
mostly in Level 5 and below (12 of 14), and all in Levels 3 and below.   Levels 5-8 all had a TPQ of
1864 or earlier.  The early dates and the tight date range for artifacts recovered from the pipe trench
suggest that the pipe was laid early in the occupation of the this property, and that all of the materials
are clearly associated with the Bailey family.  The artifacts likely represent household refuse that was
tossed in the trench after the pipe was laid when it was being filled in.  The 1864 date suggests that
these events occurred around the time that Bailey Sr. remarried Maria, a period of household transition. 
Levels 1-4 yielded predominantly architectural material, further supporting the interpretation
that these represent different depositional episodes from the pipe trench.  Unit 1 Level 2 also contained
a Mercury head dime with a date of 1916, which suggests this later deposition may have occurred circa
1916, perhaps at the transition between the Bailey and Warner households.  
A few factors suggest that there were two deposition events that occurred, with Feature 1
representing an earlier deposition than the upper levels.  This is readily apparent stratigraphically, as
Level 4 was the beginning of the sandy-clay subsoil.  The linear lines of brick found in Level 3 of
Units 1, 5, and 6 suggest that this level was the interface between the two episodes across this entire
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area.  This distinction is corroborated by the level dates-the dates in the third level, which all
correspond to similar depths, are all significantly earlier than the overlying levels (Table 4.7).  This
distinction is also visible in the archaeological material.  In Unit 1, which contained the highest artifact
concentration, the food-related artifacts, such as preparation and service vessels, were located primarily
below Level 3 with none in Levels 1 or 2 (Table 4.1).  Considering the mean dates and the TPQ of
artifacts in Levels 5 through 8 was 1868 and 1864 respectively, it appears that the intersection of the
cuprous pipe located in Unit 1 dates to the late 1860s. 
Table 4.7: Mean dates for units around Feature 1
Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 3 Unit 4 Unit 5 Unit 6
Level 1 1916
Level 2 1916 1914 1899 1954
Level 3 1879 1856 1857 1850 1850
Level 4 1861 1916 1856
Level 5 1862
Level 6 1882
Level 7 1869
Level 8 1861
Additionally, there is variation in this feature across the site.  The ceramic vessels were
recovered from this feature, but their distribution was not uniform.  The vast majority were recovered
from Unit 1 (15 of 18), with 2 from Unit 2 and one from Unit 6.  Overall, the artifact density in Feature
1 in Unit 1 was significantly greater than anywhere else on the site.  It may be that this represents a
localized area where trash was thrown in as the trench was being refilled.  It is also possible that the
area around the “T” intersection of the pipe was re-dug after initial installation, possibly to enact
repairs.  However, given the fact that the artifact dates are all consistent and early, these possible
repairs must have occurred soon after the water line was originally laid.  Table 4.7 reinforces this idea
since the mean dates for Levels 3-8 all fall in the late 1860s.  In contrast, the mean dates for similar
depths in Units 1-5 were generally in the 1850s.  These two observations may suggest that the pipe was
originally installed in the mid-to-late-1850s, with repairs or an expansion taking place within the next
ten years.  If this scenario is correct, this is represents a very early date for this type of infra structural
improvement on a discrete rural farm.
The second period of deposition in this area was likely a longer period of accumulation which
has been much more heavily impacted by modern disturbance.  However, patterns in the architectural
material, particularly nails, suggest the ephemeral but distinct footprint of the building we were
searching for.  These units yielded a total of 717 nails; 522 of these were the older cut nails.  The
dominance of cut nails is in keeping with the generally earlier dates of construction on the property.  
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The nails were not evenly distributed across the site (Table 4.8).  When the volume of different
sized excavation units are controlled for, Units 1, 2, and 3 stand out as having the highest concentration
of nails.  Unit 1 was initially excavated to search for an imprint from the structure identified in the
historic photograph.  While no foundation or other evidence of a building’s footprint was identified
except for a linear array of brick rubble, the higher concentration of nails in this area (Units 1-3)
suggest that perhaps an ephemeral trace of the building was in fact located.  However, these vague
indications do not help us determine the function of this building.  
Table 4.8: Nails per cubic meter of excavation
Unit Nails per cubic meter
1 101
2 103
3 105
4 0
5 68
6 30
7 64
8 38
9 22
10 12
11 27
12 87
Average 57
Unit 7
Unit 7 was a 1x1 meter unit located to the west of Unit 5 and southwest of the smokehouse. The
placement of this unit was selected in order to further expose the pipe encountered in previous units
and to explore the yard for possible buried sheet midden deposits. This unit was excavated in four
levels.  Level 4 was excavated until subsoil was encountered.  The artifact density decreased
significantly, and a shovel test pit was dug in the northeast corner in order to verify that the soil was
sterile. The test pit was dug to 93 cm, with no artifacts recovered from the soil (Figure 4.9). 
Table 4.9 shows that very few artifacts were found in this unit, and most of those were
architectural.  No datable artifacts were recovered from this unit. 
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Table 4.9: Percentage of artifact groups per level, Unit 7
Level Food Related Architecture
N % N %
1 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 3 23
3 0 0 22 54
4 1 10 4 40
Unit 8
 This unit was placed to the west of Unit 7 to further explore the yard for sheet midden deposits.
This 1x1 meter unit was excavated in three levels to subsoil and a shovel test pit was placed in the
northeast corner to confirm that we were below cultural layers (Figure 4.10).  Artifact density
throughout the unit was markedly low (Table 4.10).  No datable artifacts were recovered from this unit. 
Table 4.10: Percentage of artifact groups per level, Unit 8
Level Architecture Clothing
N % N %
2 3 100 0 0
3 10 33 1 4
Both Units 7 and 8 show an increase in artifact density at Level 3, particularly of architectural
material.  While this is a significant increase, the overall artifact densities are very low.  This pattern
further supports this depth as a transition between depositional periods.
Unit 9
Unit 9 was placed north of the smokehouse to explore the northern extremity of the available
yard area and to investigate a slight depression that was noted on the ground surface. This 1x2 meter
unit was excavated in two levels (Figure 4.11). No features were designated, although a circular clay
patch was noted on the unit floor that probably represents the location of a tree or shrub planting.
Table 4.11 shows that few artifacts were recovered rom this unit, and that most of those were
architectural.  The only diagnostic artifacts came from Level 2.  Even though the date is early, the
small sample size makes any further analysis of this deposit impossible.
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Table 4.11: Percentage of artifact groups per level, Unit 9
Level Food Related Architecture Mean TPQ
N % N %
1 0 0 10 72
2 4 8 18 34 1850 1830
Unit 10
Unit 10 was a 1 x 2 m unit placed west of Unit 9 and immediately northwest of the smokehouse
in order to explore a depression noted on the surface. A total of three levels were excavated in this unit
(Figure 4.12).  A sprinkler head was encountered in the southwest corner of the unit, which turned out
to be the reason for the depression. The sprinkler head was further revealed and avoided due to
electrical wiring.
In Level 3, only the north half of the unit was excavated to avoid the sprinkler system’s
electrical wiring.  The soils from this unit were all typical, with a surface topsoil layer which
transitioned to subsoil, and artifact density decreased significantly. A shovel test pit was dug to verify
sterility.  Table 4.12 illustrates the very low artifact density.  The small number of artifacts that were
diagnostic all date to the early 20  century.th
Table 4.12: Percentage of artifact groups per level, Unit 10
Level Food Related Architecture Household Mean TPQ
N % N % N %
1 0 0 5 42 0 0
2 4 7 26 44 2 4 1929 1920
3 0 0 5 63 0 0
Unit 11
This 1 x 1 m unit was placed far west of Unit 10 and northwest of Unit 8. Excavations consisted
of three levels and one shovel test pit in order to confirm sterile soil. The soils were all typical, and a
plastic sprinkler line was discovered running east-west at the north end of the unit (Figure 4.13). Table
4.13 demonstrates the low artifact density, which yielded few diagnostic or analyzable artifacts.
Table 4.13: Percentage of artifact groups per level, Unit 11
Level Food Related Architecture Mean TPQ
N % N %
1 3 14 6 29 1898 1858
2 2 8 6 23
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Unit 12
Unit 12 was the only testing done immediately to the east of the Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum
structures.  The unit was placed to the south of the large walnut tree and to the north of existing flower
gardens.  Our goal was to sample the deposits in this part of the yard.  The soils in Unit 12 were deeper
than many of the others that we dug.  In all, four levels were excavated to a depth of 37 cm before
encountering subsoil (Figure 4.14).  This unit contained higher artifact densities than Units 7-11,
including a small ceramic assemblage that dates earlier than many of the other units (Table 4.14).  The
assemblage from this unit is discussed more fully below.    
Table 4.14: Percentage of artifact groups per level, Unit 12
Level Food Related Architecture Household Mean TPQ
N % N % N %
1 2 40 1 20 1 20 1850 1800
2 6 15 24 62 1 3 1855 1800
3 2 7 16 57 0 0
Evidence of Modern Disturbance
We encountered evidence of modern disturbance in many of the units excavated at the LHBM
Site.  The clearest evidence of this disturbance are the traces of the sprinkler system, identified in Units
1-4, 10, and 11, which all lie at a depth of about 25 cm below surface.  In addition, miscellaneous
modern artifacts were found in every excavation unit across the site.  Table 4.15 reveals that these were
mostly concentrated in Levels 1-3.  Further evidence of disturbance is given by the 1984 photograph of
the woodshed construction (Figure 3.6).  This last disturbance, while intense, was confined to the
immediate area of the wood shed. Since most of this disturbance is confined to the upper levels we do
not believe it significantly impacts the integrity of the site or the research potential of the older and
deeper artifact bearing deposits.  
This is confirmed by the fact that historic period deposits in lower levels are still intact despite
these disturbances.  The Feature 1 trench associated with the cuprous pipe contained an intact deposit
that dates to the Bailey occupation.  In addition, the neighboring property to the north likely contains
deposits associated with the barn and barn yard.  Since the pipe trench was nearly a meter below
surface, it is probable that the yard itself still contains other intact archaeological deposits.  While the
visibility is low, the assemblage dated to the Bailey occupation from the pipe trench shows good focus. 
Intact deposits from Units 5 and 6 suggest that this low visibility/high focus pattern extends throughout
the yard.  This quality reinforces the significance of this site under Criterion D (Hardesty and Little
2000).  As a whole the site still possesses integrity of location, design, setting, material, workmanship,
and association, as discussed by Hardesty and Little (2000).  
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Table 4.15: Frequency of modern material recovered during excavations
Level Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 3 Unit 4 Unit 5 Unit 6 Unit 7 Unit 8 Unit 9 Unit 10 Unit 11
1 6 1 4 1 6
2 11 2 2 1 1 19 11 6
3 2 1 1 2 6 6 1
4 1
V. Artifact Assemblage Description and Analysis
The artifact assemblage recovered from the LHBM Site was smaller than expected given the
time period of occupation.  Over 2000 artifacts were recovered from all units.  These artifacts were
classified into functional groups (Table 5.1 and 5.2).  In addition to artifact counts, minimum number
of vessels was determined as well.  While there were initial concerns regarding site integrity, these
were dispelled with the identification of deposits clearly associated with the Bailey occupation.  Given
the overall small sample of materials recovered, it is difficult to make too many conclusions about the
Baileys based solely on the archaeological record.  Even so, there are some interesting patterns in the
data which are at the very least suggestive of interpretations when analyzed in tandem with other lines
of evidence.  First, the small sample size seems to be directly related to the fact that the yard appears to
have been kept clean and free of daily trash.  This is supported by the assemblage of material which is
much smaller than those typically seen in 19 -century farm yards as well as by the presence of uniqueth
and valuable small objects which were presumably lost accidentally, such as fancy clothing buttons and
the skull pipe bowl.  Second, the ceramic assemblage, which dates to the Bailey occupation, suggests a
depositional episode associated with Liberty Hyde Bailey, Sr.’s second marriage, a major household
transition identified in the historical record.  Finally, there are several patterns in the artifacts from
across the yard which suggest different areas of activity, even if these conclusions are tenuous.  In what
follows, the artifact assemblage will be described in general, with a focus on these overall patterns and
how they are evidenced by the archaeological material.  
The most common artifact group was architectural, which accounted for 48% of all material. 
Of these, 715 (63%) are nails or nail fragments, 294 (26%) are brick or mortar fragments, and 103
(9%) were window glass fragments.  Following these, the second most common group was
unidentified, a code used for objects that can not be classified in our functional classification system. 
Of these, 388 (69%) are unidentified glass vessels, bottles or melted glass, while 105 (19% are
unidentified metal or sheet metal fragments.
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Table 5.1: Artifact and vessel assemblages
Group Number of Artifacts Number of Vessels
Unidentified 566 16
Food Related 312 39
Food Remains 105 0
Architectural 1143 0
Hygiene/Medicinal 80 1
Household/Furnishing 14 5
Clothing 5 0
Personal/Amusement 9 2
Lighting 20 2
Tools/Arms 1 0
Smoking 8 0
Misc. Modern 91 0
Transportation/Mechanical 3 0
Total 2357 65
After architectural and unidentified, food related artifacts were the most common and account
for most of the identified vessels.  Most of these vessels were from the lower levels of Unit 1, within
the pipe trench excavated as Feature 1.  The artifacts and vessels are further subdivided into different
types related to how the vessels were used (Table 5.2).  
As Table 5.2 depicts, tea and table wares, the vessels that an individual would actually dine
from, are the most common.  The identified forms include teacups (2), saucers (4), plates (4), and a
bowl (1).  The vessels were almost entirely (12 of 13) ironstone and whiteware.  There was only one
porcelain vessel; a cup with a hand-painted brown floral pattern.  The most common decoration was
molded, a decoration type that became very common in the United States after 1850.  Identified
patterns include Bow Knot and Sydenham, patterns that were made in the 1850s and 1860s (Figure
5.1).
Ten of the vessels are associated with food preparation or storage.  The materials represented
are stoneware (3), redware (2), and yellowware (5).  Most of the forms are unidentified, but two
yellowware bowls and a possible yellowware pie pan are represented.  The stoneware vessels are all
salt-glazed, a decoration typically found on crocks or jugs.  
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Table 5.2: Food related vessels by type
Type Number of Vessels % of Assemblage % Decorated
Food Preparation and Storage 10 26 -
Food Service 7 18 71
Tea and Table Wares 14 36 50
Table/Drinking Glass 3 8
Decanter 1 3
Jelly Jar 1 3
Canning Jar 3 8
Total 39 100 -
Seven different serving vessels are represented, a surprisingly large number for the small size of
the collection.  These vessels are predominantly whiteware and ironstone (5 of 7), but also include a
luster/slipped redware vessel (probably a small pitcher) and one undecorated common creamware
pitcher.  The ironstone vessels include a Columbia pattern blue transfer print slop bowl (Figure 5.2). 
Three other vessels were decorated with molded patterns.
In addition to the ceramics, several types of glass vessels were recovered as well.  Three glass
tumblers were identified as distinct vessels, and one other clear tumbler fragment was not associated
with a vessel.  The tumblers included a clear, undecorated tumbler from Units 1 and 5, a clear pressed
tumbler from Unit 3, and a green depression glass tumbler from Unit 3.  The base of a glass decanter
was found in Unit 1, Level 3.  Four distinct canning jars were recovered.  Three of these vessels were
found in Unit 1, Levels 3-7.  The final jar was found in Unit 11.  Additionally, ten canning jar
fragments were found that could not be associated with a vessel, all from Unit 1, Levels 3-7.  
All of the food related artifacts described here are from contexts that date to the Bailey
occupation.  The vessels have a mean date of 1855 and a TPQ of 1864.  While the sample size is small,
the rate of service vessels (18%) is considerably higher than is often found in domestic farm contexts
of this period.  This pattern suggests a higher than normal investment in socially-oriented consumption
and entertaining.  These service vessels were also more decorated than the rest of the assemblage.  Five
of the seven service vessels were decorated, three were molded, two others had other types of
decoration (transfer print and luster/slipped).  In contrast, only half of the tea and table ware vessels
were decorated.  The most common type of decoration was also molding (5), but also included 1 shell
edged plate and 1 hand painted cup.
The TPQ of 1864 coincides with the year that Liberty Hyde Bailey Sr. married Maria Bridges. 
Historical archaeologists have long noted that archaeologically visible depositional episodes often
occur around the time of major household transitions (Wheeler 1996, 2001; Groover 2004; Rotman
2005). In 1862, Liberty Hyde Bailey, Sr. sold his property in Arlington Township and his first wife,
Sarah, died.  The following year, the Bailey family formally acquired the South Haven farm where they
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had been living since 1856.  In 1864 Bailey Sr. married Maria Bridges.  With a mean date of 1855 and
a TPQ of 1864, the ceramic evidence suggests that after entering the household, and perhaps assuming
a measure of control over the kitchen, Maria disposed of her predecessor’s ceramics in favor of her
own. 
These general patterns are repeated in the analysis of Unit 1, where the Feature 1 deposit likely
represents a dumping episode related to backfilling the pipe trench. The ceramic vessels came
predominantly from Unit 1 (14 of 31 vessels), and were mostly in Level 5 and below (12 of 14), and all
in Levels 3 and below.   Levels 5-8 all had a TPQ of 1864 or earlier, suggesting that they were
deposited around the time of this household transition. In addition to this pattern in the lower levels,
Levels 1-4 were predominantly architectural material, further supporting the interpretation that these
represent different depositional episodes.  Unit 1 Level 2 also contained a Mercury head dime with a
date of 1916, which suggests this later deposition may have occurred circa 1916, which would coincide
with the transition between the Bailey and Warner households.  
The ceramic assemblage recovered from Unit 12 is in stark contrast to these general patterns. 
The unit yielded nine vessels, with relatively little other material.  The vessels included three food
preparation and storage vessels and two tea and table ware vessels.  This pattern is drastically different
from the general pattern of ceramics, which had a high rate of service vessels and a majority of tea and
table wares.  While the sample size is small (5 vessels), it does suggest more kitchen-related activities
are represented on this side of the yard.  Unit 12 was a good distance from the other units excavated,
away from the smokehouse and in the area more immediately behind the kitchen.  These differences
may suggest spatial patterns in activity areas and refuse disposal, or a temporal shift in how the yard
area was used.
Unfortunately, there are no strong dates associated with this unit that would help us distinguish
between these equally plausible explanations.  The only dates were from two vessels: stoneware and
yellowware food preparation vessels.  The early dates for these vessels are misleading as they have a
wide date range.  An indirect clue is available from the architectural material.  Unit 12 yielded 41
architectural artifacts, mostly nails (33 of 41).  Of these nails, 21 were cut and 12 were wire nails.  The
wire nails were entirely from Level 2, while the cut nails were from Levels 2 and 3, although they were
more common in Level 3 (14 of 21 cut nails were in Level 3).  Since wire nails were relatively
uncommon until circa 1900 (Fontana 1965; Nelson 1968), these patterns seem to suggest that while
Level 3 dates to the 19  century, Level 2 dates to after 1900.  The total absence of any wire nails belowth
Level 2 supports this interpretation.  The vessels recovered were all from Levels 1 and 2, which would
mean that they date to a later period of occupation.  This period could be either the later occupation of
the Baileys or the Warner occupation, although the vessels all have terminal dates of c. 1900, which
would suggest that they belonged to the Baileys.  
Only 14 objects associated with the household/furnishings group were identified, and these
were all fragments of unglazed earthenware flowerpots.  There were five distinct vessels; four redware
flowerpots and one earthenware flowerpot.  In addition, six additional redware flowerpot fragments
and two additional earthenware flowerpot fragments were recovered.  All the artifacts came from Units
1, 6, 10, and 12.  While this sample size is small, the flowerpots represent 8% of the vessels identified,
indicating the importance of plants as decorative elements of the Bailey house.  And it is not too much
of a stretch to suggest that these decorative elements probably played an important formative role in
Liberty Hyde Bailey Jr.’s botanical proclivities.
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Of the 20 lighting group artifacts, 14 are fragments of lamp chimneys or globes and 6 are light
bulb fragments.  Two of the globes were distinctive enough to assign discrete vessel numbers.  These
include a frosted lamp globe and a clear glass fancy lamp globe.  
In addition to these major categories, numerous unique artifacts were found in low densities
throughout the excavations.  As has been remarked, the yard surrounding the Liberty Hyde Bailey
house was kept very clean.  Normal midden deposits seem to be absent, with very few vessels given
the length of occupation.  When standardized for the length of occupation, the site yielded only half a
vessel per year of the Bailey occupation.  Given this general observation, the unique artifacts that we
found are even more remarkable.  It seems likely that these artifacts represent items which were
unintentionally lost as opposed to deliberately discarded, an observation described as the McKellar
Hypothesis.  McKellar observed that it is small objects that tend to be deposited in this way since they
are less likely to be noticed and retrieved (McKellar 1983).  That such a significant quantity of unique
objects were recovered from the site further evidences the clean nature of the yard while also
suggesting additional interpretations and offering a unique look at the Bailey household. 
These small, unique items are related to several different functional categories: hygiene-related,
clothing, personal, smoking, transportation and mechanical, as well as artifacts unidentified by
functional group.  Hygiene/medicinal uses are represented by fragments of a Jewsbury and Brown
toothpaste jar (circa 1894, Figure 5.3), a bone toothbrush head fragment, and 76 fragments from
medicinal bottles were identified, likely from a single bottle.  Six clothing-related artifacts were
recovered.  These included an incomplete buckle, a small garter clasp, a suspender clip fragment, and
three different buttons.  The buckles were all recovered from Unit 1 Levels 3-5, suggesting an
association with the Bailey occupation.    
Even though only three buttons were found, they are all unique and rather fancy, all associated
with women’s clothing.  One has an amber glass bezel set in a round cuprous setting, another is a small
spherical button of a distinctive marbled brown color.  The last is a round white glass button with
cuprous eye shank (Figure 5.4).  None of these buttons were found in strongly dated contexts, but
artifact associations and available dates suggest they are from the 19  century and therefore likelyth
associated with the Bailey family.  We could even suggest that Mrs. Bailey (either Sarah or Maria) or
their daughter Martha, dressed in relatively fancy garb. 
There were seven artifacts in the personal/amusement category and two vessels.  The vessels
were both stoneware ink bottles.  In addition, a Mercury head silver dime and a wheat penny, both
from 1916, a toy jack, a skeleton key, a milk glass tack head, and a clay marble, were recovered.  There
were very few toys recovered from the LHBM Site, but what was recovered is suggestive (Figure 5.4). 
The toys were recovered from different units, but from similar depths.  The first toy, a jack, was
recovered form Unit 1 Level 3 (18-23cmbs).  The clay marble was found in Unit 5 Level 3 (18-
23cmbs).  The dates for these levels (Table 5.3), disregarding the intrusion of miscellaneous modern
material, are significantly early.  These dates would suggest that the toys were associated with the
Bailey children.  Since jacks and marbles are toys generally attributed to boys, it is possible that
Liberty Jr. or Dana actually played with them.  Although this conclusion is tenuous, it is supported by
the fact that all of Warner’s children were adults by the time they acquired the farm.  Dana, Marcus,
and Bailey Jr. were the only male children known to have lived at the site.
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Table 5.3: Dates for units with toys
Mean date TPQ
Unit 1, Level 3 1879 1812
Unit 5, Level 3 1850 1800
  
Some of the most fascinating artifacts that we discovered relate to smoking.  Four distinct
smoking pipes were recovered (Figure 5.5).  These include a “T.D.” pipe bowl with heel in two
fragments, another plain bowl in four fragments, a red clay pipe stem with a bit end that was
intentionally cut, and finally, an intact pipe bowl in the shape of a human skull.  Most of these smoking
related artifacts were from Unit 1, with two from Unit 2.  The pipe fragments from Unit 1 were from
Levels 4, 6, and 8, suggesting an association with the Baileys.  The unique skull-shaped pipe bowl was
in Unit 1 Level 6.  As discussed with the ceramics, these lower levels seem to relate to a depositional
episode relating to Bailey Sr.’s marriage to Maria Bridges. 
VI. Discussion
The LHBM Site offers a unique interpretative.  While the site is certainly significant and the
archaeological deposits possess integrity, the dearth of data recovered from excavations makes firm
conclusions difficult.  However, drawing on multiple lines of evidence, it is clear that Liberty Hyde
Bailey, Sr. was a progressive fruit farmer and active member of the Masons.  Historical and
archaeological data support these interpretations.  There was no large archaeological assemblage,
supporting the idea that the yard surrounding this house was kept clean, consistent with progressive
notions of orderliness.  The cuprous pipe uncovered during excavations also supports the idea that the
Baileys were actively improving the property during their tenure.  The artifacts and house are also
suggestive of the link between Bailey Sr. and the Masonic Order, which is well documented in the
historic records.  We will explore these ideas in more depth below.
Artifact Density and Progressive Farming
During the mid to late 19  century, America was transitioning from a primarily agriculturalth
society to an industrial nation. Although this was not a wholesale transition from farming to industry,
farmers were experiencing substantial changes in agrarian production. Older values of production that
focused on independence and autonomy were pitted against those relating to a centralized agricultural
marketplace (Barron 1997). Throughout this transition period, many farmers reformed their production
through technological innovations, scientific experimentation, and reorganizations of social and family
lives; these farmers would characterize themselves as “progressive” (McMurry 1988).  The impacts of
progressive farming techniques are visible on 19  and early 20  farm sites through the adoption of newth th
machinery as farmers responded to (or initiated) market change (McMurry 1988), or architectural and
landscape evidence that points to the importance of ideas of individualism. While defining a clear set
of expectations about what these changes mean archaeologically is unnecessary, there are several
themes at the Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum Site that suggest this connection.  These include the
general cleanliness of the yard, the presence of the cuprous pipe, an analysis of the assemblage from
the pipe trench, the architectural style of the house, and information from the agricultural schedules
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that demonstrate that Bailey Sr. chose to focus his operations on fruit production for market.  
One of the most common manifestations of progressive ideology on farms was on the physical
landscape.  Farmers took care to have their homes and land  reflect advice taken from journals and
popular publications of the time (Adams 1990; Barron 1984; McMurry 1988). Publications such as
American Agriculturalist and American Farmer helped farmers with suggestions of efficiency towards
their productive strategies as well as the farm layout. Some scholars have contrasted the “progressive”
farmers of this era who would arrange their farms in a neat and “snug” fashion and were innovative
and market oriented with unsystematic semi-subsistence farmers who had an unorganized or “strewn”
landscape (Groover 2008; McMurry 1988). Though not all historians agree that the idea of “strewn”
(Groover 2008:24) unorganized behaviors were a reality on farms during this period, it would stand to
reason that orderly and organized behaviors would affect the material patterns found archaeologically. 
The yard behind the Bailey house was strikingly devoid of artifacts, indicative of these orderly and
organized behavioral ideals.  Research at other late-19  century farms have typically yielded sheetth
midden in yard areas such as this (Cabak and Inkrot 1997), but the Liberty Hyde Bailey yard did not
reveal any such deposits.  
This idea can be strengthened by examining the artifact density from across the site.  Table 6.1
depicts the total number of artifacts per units, as well as the number of artifacts per square meter
(excluding architectural and miscellaneous modern groups) in order to control for the different unit
sizes.  While artifact density is low across the site, there is a higher artifact density in the area south of
the smokehouse (Units 1-6).  This concentration is undoubtedly related to the refuse disposal
associated with the Feature 1 pipe trench.
The relative sterility of the yard is suggestive of several possible scenarios.  On the one hand, it
may be that the overall integrity of the archaeological deposit in this area is low, at least in the upper
levels.  Alternatively, the Baileys and Warners may have simply kept a clean yard, disposing of their
waste elsewhere.  The upper levels of the yard have certainly been disturbed, as evidenced by the
installed sprinkler system and museum constructions.  However, the pipe trench identified in Unit 1, 5,
and 6 contained an intact archaeological deposit which dates to the Bailey occupation. 
Table 6.1: Artifact density at the Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum Site
Unit Number of Artifacts (excluding arch
and misc modern)
Artifacts per square meter
1 522 131
2 46 46
3 57 57
4 24 24
5 92 46
6 234 117
7 35 34
8 14 14
9 16 8
10 30 15
11 23 23
12 31 31
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Plumbing and Pipes:  Farm Improvements and Progressive Farming
Other evidence for Progressive farming can be gleaned from the Feature 1cuprous pipe line.
The cuprous pipe identified during excavations seems to have run to at least two different places from
the junction in Unit 1 (Figure 6.1).  The main line of the pipe ran east-west in a line that ran toward the
pump visible in historic photographs (Figure 6.2).  The other branch headed north towards the location
of the barn.  Artifacts from the pipe trench make it clear that this water line was laid no later than 1865
and was most likely installed about the time that Bailey Sr. assumed ownership of the farm and was
remarried to Maria in 1864.  This suggests that the Baileys, despite the financial struggles in the 1850s
and early 1860s, actively sought to improve their property.  At this time, water lines and indoor
plumbing was only just being installed in urban areas; for a rural farm to include plumbing efforts
certainly suggests a progressive outlook at farming and “modern” improvements that would have been
extremely unusual for the time.
Agriculture in Southwest Michigan:  Historical Archaeological Insights
These ideas of progressive farming certainly align with data on the Bailey’s agricultural
production.  The agricultural records show a steady increase in the amount of their land that was
considered improved between 1860 and 1880.  Evidence for the value of their land can be enhanced by
comparing their land value to the average for the three main counties along the shoreline of Lake
Michigan: Van Buren, Cass and Barrien (Table 6.2). The average value of improved acreage in Van
Buren County rose markedly over this ten year period, from $24/acre in 1850 to $46/acre in 1860, and
the 1860 figure is similar for Cass County, while land value in Barrien County was higher.  In
comparison, the Bailey farm was apparently very well off even by 1860, since the per acre value of
improved land was $100, a figure significantly higher than the average for all neighboring counties.  
Table 6.2:  Accumulated farm data for three counties in southwest Michigan
County Van Buren Barrien Cass
Year 1850 1860 1850 1860 1850 1860
Population 5800 No data 11417 No data 10907 No data
Value of farmland (USD) 509500 3032805 1046536 4730978 1522550 5351411
Machinery value (USD) 79,531 107,041 61,788 135,847 79,531 154,049
Improved Acres 21013 66600 No data 75113 No data 114733
Value per acre $24 $46 $63 $47
The Fruit Belt is known for its production of peaches, apples, pears, blueberries, strawberries
and raspberries (Arnold et al 2010).  Peaches were introduced to southwest Michigan in the early 19th
century and fostered the development of commercial fruit cultivation in the area (Redman and Foster
2008). By 1833, southwest Michigan had begun growing a variety of crops including wheat, corn, oats,
barley, buckwheat, potatoes, turnips, peas, apples, pears, plums, cherries and peaches (Redman and
Foster 2008). The “golden age” of the Bailey Farm lasted from 1863 until 1878. During this time, the
farm produced maple sugar, wood, apples, peaches, grain, butter, eggs, cattle, sheep and hogs (Bogue
1989). Of the 79 acres of improved farmland, 40  consisted of fruit orchards. Of these, 30 acres with
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1300 trees were dedicated to apples, while 10 acres were planted in1000 peach trees (Bogue 1989). The
Bailey Farm was known for its apples, and their orchards possessed an astounding variety  (MSPS
1878; Bogue 1989). 
Specialized production of fewer commodities for market is another example of “progressive”
farming behavior: producing large amounts of fewer commodities as opposed to small amounts of
grains for subsistence.  The agricultural schedule data for the Bailey Farm shows a clear shift in
production from 1860 to 1880.  Between 1860 and 1870, the livestock value more than doubled, from
$350 to $920, but decreased to $400 in 1880.  In 1880, a full 50% of the acreage was devoted to fruit
trees.  While we do not have data available on the fruit orchards prior to 1880, historic accounts
suggest that it was not as extensive.  So while the Baileys initially invested in livestock, or perhaps in a
more diverse farming pattern, by 1880 they were increasingly specialized in the fruit industry.  By
1912, the Bailey farm had decreased in size to 45 acres.  It is plausible that the acres they retained were
predominantly orchards.  This interpretation is bolstered by the 1920 census, in which Frank Warner
was recorded as a fruit grower.  In addition, an historic aerial photo shows the Bailey property.  The
areas kept by Bailey when parcels were sold appear to be apple and peach orchards, as well as fields
for other fruits (Figure 6.3). If this is the case, it would mean that the Baileys were almost entirely
dependent on the fruit industry by the end of their occupation.  Later in his life, Bailey Sr. seems to
have retired from farming.  In 1911 he leased an apple orchard of 400 trees to Charles Abell, reserving
11 acres near the house for personal use (L145 P327).  
Materiality of the Masons 
One of the most intriguing artifacts recovered from this site was a skull-shaped bowl from a
smoking pipe (Figure 5.5).  As we were researching and looking for other examples of skull pipes, we
were startled when connections to the Masons began to pop up.  Skulls are a well know Masonic
symbol even though this molded skull pipe does not appear to have been specifically created or
marketed as a Masonic object.  Bailey Sr.’s connection to the Masons is well-documented, and he
actively participated in a number of different lodge organizations.  Freemasonry reached the height of
its power in the United States from approximately 1870 until 1930, coinciding with the Bailey
occupation at the family farm in South Haven.  By the turn of the twentieth century there were
reportedly 750,000 Freemasons nationwide (Moore 1995).  
The architecture of the house itself connects the Baileys to both Masonry and progressive
ideology.  Dan Sayers (1999) documents a connection between Freemasonry as an embodiment of
progressive ideology and the manifestation of this ideology in Greek Revival architecture in his
research at the Shepard Farm in Battle Creek, MI.  The Bailey house, an example of Greek Revival
architecture with asymmetrical arches, may have served as a Masonic symbol (Figure 3.4).  Like
Sayer’s case, there seems to be a real connection between progressive agriculture and Freemasonry. 
Given this connection, it does not seem too far fetched to suggest that Bailey Sr. may have
intentionally selected the skull pipe to materially express his Masonic affinities.
VI. Conclusion
Despite the general dearth of archaeological material recovered, the LHBM Site is a significant
archaeological resource that offers unique insights into how individual farms adopted the larger social,
economic, and political reforms that were sweeping the nation in the latter half of the 19th-century. 
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Several general patterns in the archaeological and historic records have guided our interpretations of
the material and tie this site into these larger social and economic forces.  The site reveals some
material culture ramifications due to Liberty Hyde Bailey Sr.’s involvement in the Masonic Lodge.  
The adoption of progressive ideas, and how these ideas shaped the landscape and material culture of
the farm and Bailey household, show how these larger ideas were incorporated at a smaller scale. 
These ideas undoubtedly influenced Liberty Hyde Bailey, Sr. as he shifted from diversified farm
production to specialized fruit production. This move towards an agribusiness model of farming is
evident by the decreased variety of commodities produced as documented in historic records.  Within
the specific context of southwest Michigan, the Bailey farm was a pioneer in the fruit industry.  His
investment in fruit was not, however, idiosyncratic.  Rather, it was a deliberate decision made in the
context of larger economic trends toward specialized farm production nationwide and the burgeoning
fruit industry in southwest Michigan.
The occurrence of both the clean yard (low density sheet midden) and the installation of
farmstead plumbing (cuprous pipe) informs us about the development of agricultural practices towards 
market based production.  The archaeological information potential of the Liberty Hyde Bailey
Museum Site lies mostly within the artifact density and discovery of the early introduction of
farmstead plumbing discovered at this site.  Even within the disturbed context of the upper levels, the
low artifact density was noticeable.  The cuprous plumbing, installed circa 1860, is unusual for any site
of this time, even more so for a rural farmstead.  Both of these lines of evidence support the conclusion
that Liberty Hyde Bailey Sr. was committed to the ideals of progressive farming.  
There are numerous possible avenues for future research at The Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum
Site.  The expansion of the significance under Criterion A asserts the important role in which
progressive ideals informed the use of this site by it primary agent, Liberty Hyde Bailey Sr.  This
understanding of a farmstead informed by the greater ideology of progressivism would be greatly
helped by a more detailed investigation of the architecture, including the use of interior space, which
would expand our understanding of how these progressive ideologies informed the farmstead. An
exploration of the productive relations of the farm could help show how the capitalist, progressive
ideology impacted the farms and ultimately the entire fruit industry of the region. The final
recommendation would be for a geophysical survey of the site to determine the extent and termination
points of the cuprous pipe to further understand its intended purpose in terms of the landscape and
productive mode of the farmstead.  In addition, should the LHBM acquire the area to the north,
archaeological investigations under the parking lot could reveal the remains of the large barn formerly
located there.  This information would further link to more detailed understanding of the
transformations in agriculture during this critical period.
The archaeological and historical investigations of the Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum Site have
contributed to the overall understanding of the property’s significance.  The property’s association with
Liberty Hyde Bailey, Jr. has long been recognized, and the connections between the ideas espoused by
the famed horticulturalist can be better understood when we consider his boyhood home.  As a
progressive farmer, Bailey Sr. kept a clean and orderly farm and actively oriented his production to
maximize profits by producing for market, instead of for subsistence.  Rather than an immutable truth
about Bailey Sr., the evidence suggests that he developed these ideas over time, succeeding and
reaping the rewards throughout the late 19  and early 20  centuries.  This progressive ideology workedth th
in concert with his involvement with the Masonic Lodge, which shared many ideals with progressive
ideology.  As a fruit farmer in southwest Michigan, Bailey Sr. was a pioneer in developing the
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intensive and specialized agricultural practices that would make southwest Michigan into the fruit belt
it is today.  The archaeology expands on these ideas by offering interesting lines of evidence that
support these conclusions.  The clean yard, cuprous water pipe, Greek Revival architecture, skull-
shaped pipe bowl, and agricultural schedules all suggest a link between these interconnected ideas. 
Our investigations have broadened our understanding of how his father’s farming practices likely
helped orient a young Liberty Hyde Bailey, Jr. towards a practical knowledge of progressive ideology
and farming, values and practices he espoused throughout his lifetime.   
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Appendix A: Images and Photographs
Figure 1.1: Locator map of Van Buren County and village of South Haven.
Figure 1.2: Photograph of the Bailey main house and surrounding structures from a northwest
perspective. The brick building, which is still standing, is a smokehouse. The small wooden
structure beside it is the suspected privy that is no longer standing. Image courtesy of the LHBM.
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Figure 2.1: Topo Quad showing project area.
Figure 2.2: Soils map showing project area.
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Figure 3.1: 1873 Plat Map of South Haven, MI (Van Buren County Plat Book [VBCPB] N.d.).
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Figure 3.2: 1895 Plat Map of South Haven showing the Liberty Hyde Bailey Farm.
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Figure 3.3: 1912 Plat Map of South Haven, MI.  The dotted line outlines the original 80 acre
Bailey property (VBCPB N.d.).
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Figure 3.4: A photograph of the Bailey house showing the arches on the front porch (Appleyard
1996).
Figure 3.5: Historic photograph of the Bailey barns. 
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Figure 3.6: Photograph of the 1995 woodshed construction.  Image courtesy of the LHBM.
Figure 3.7: Aerial view of the LHBM today.  Image courtesy of http://www.mapquest.com.
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Figure 4.1: LHBM showing location of excavation units.
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Figure 4.2: Unit 1, view west showing the Feature 1 pipe trench.
Figure 4.3: Unit 2, view west, showing F1 pipe trench and contemporary sprinkler line.
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Figure 4.4: Unit 3, view north.
Figure 4.5: Unit 4, view north.
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Figure 4.6: Unit 5, view east showing rough line of brick and rock.
Figure 4.7: Unit 6, view east showing brick rubble and rock concentration.
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Figure 4.8: Feature 1, Units 5 & 6, view east.
Figure 4.9: Unit 7, view north.
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Figure 4.10: Unit 8, view south.
Figure 4.11: Unit 9, view east.
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Figure 4.12: Unit 10, view north.
Figure 4.13: Unit 11, view east.
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Figure 4.14: Unit 12, view east.
Figure 5.1: Sydenham plate from Feature 1.
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Figure 5.2: Columbia pattern slop bowl. 
Figure 5.3: Jewsbury and Brown tooth paste jar.
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Figure 5.4: “Small Finds” from the Liberty Hyde Bailey Museum Site.
Figure 5.5: Smoking Pipes from the Liberty Hyde Bailey Site.
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Figure 6.1: Junction of Feature 1 cuprous pipe in Unit 1.
Figure 6.2: The Bailey house with arrow highlighting a hand pump by the front porch (Appleyard
1976).
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Figure 6.3: Historic aerial view showing the Bailey fruit fields.
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Appendix B: Artifact Catalog
UNIT F LEV G TYP MTR V# DESCRIPTION N W T DATE RANGE
1 1 2 700 55 burned long bone 1 2.10
1 1 3 300 20 window glass 1 0.60
1 1 3 324 25 cut nail frag 1 3.00
1 1 4 7 1 1 Jewsbury + Brown toothpaste
jar
1 2.70 1894 1938
1 2 0 20 20 aqua bottle glass 1 1.70
1 2 3 300 20 window glass 1 0.20
1 2 3 310 77 red low fired brick 1 6.89
1 2 3 311 79 mortar pieces 2 25.40
1 2 3 324 25 cut nail frag 4 10.70
1 2 7 102 33 Mercury head silver dime 1 2.50 1916 1916
1 3 0 12 20 unid clear glass 15 29.00
1 3 0 12 20 28 leaf decorative pressed glass 2 10.20
1 3 0 12 20 29 clear, pressed glass 1 5.50
1 3 0 12 21 white glass 2 3.30
1 3 0 13 20 melted clear glass 1 6.30
1 3 0 20 20 aqua glass frags 5 3.50
1 3 0 20 20 dark green unid glass frag 1 3.80
1 3 0 20 20 20 olive bottle glass, from
northeast corner
2 0.80
1 3 0 20 20 32 amber bottle glass 4 5.70
1 3 0 360 25 wire 2 7.40
1 3 0 361 25 metal rod frag 1 67.60
1 3 1 1 8 yellowware frags 3 3.60 1812 1900
1 3 1 1 8 19 yellowware bowl 2 14.70 1812 1900
1 3 1 5 2 ironstone frags 3 3.10
1 3 1 12 20 33 glass vessel 1 9.00
1 3 1 53 25 can key 1 10.50
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UNIT F LEV G TYP MTR V# DESCRIPTION N W T DATE RANGE
1 3 1 89 20 34 clear glass rim fragment jelly
jar
1 3.10
1 3 1 90 20 aqua jar frag 3 19.10 1858 1938
1 3 1 91 21 milk glass canning jar lid frags 1 1.90 1858 1938
1 3 2 700 44 chicken ulna frags 2 2.00
1 3 2 700 55 bone frags 1 0.20
1 3 2 700 55 bone frags 2 1.20
1 3 2 700 55 round cut frag 1 3.20
1 3 2 701 55 tooth 1 1.10
1 3 3 300 20 aqua plate window glass 12 16.10
1 3 3 320 25 unid nails 18 39.50
1 3 3 321 25 cut nails 2 16.60
1 3 3 321 25 cut nails 4 6.80
1 3 3 321 25 cut nails 7 38.00
1 3 3 322 25 wire nail 1 3.60
1 3 3 322 25 wire nail - roofing 1 3.90
1 3 3 322 25 wire nails 2 4.70
1 3 3 322 25 wire nails 2 10.20
1 3 3 324 25 cut nail frag 1 1.20
1 3 3 324 25 cut nail frags 2 3.60
1 3 3 324 25 cut nail frags 27 101.7
0
1 3 3 325 25 wire nail frag - roofing w/
tarpaper
1 2.00
1 3 3 325 25 wire nail frags 13 26.30
1 3 3 370 25 screw 1 3.70
1 3 4 7 1 1 Jewsbury + Brown toothpaste
jar
1 6.60 1894 1938
1 3 4 101 55 bone toothbrush 1 0.80
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UNIT F LEV G TYP MTR V# DESCRIPTION N W T DATE RANGE
1 3 5 6 6 redware flowerpot frags 2 2.80
1 3 5 6 6 17 redware flower pot 1 7.30
1 3 5 6 6 18 redware flower pot 1 3.40
1 3 6 159 26 buckle or suspender clip frag 1 1.70
1 3 7 186 25 jack 1 5.70
1 3 8 220 20 fragments of lamp chimney 6 1.10
1 3 11 505 27 aluminum pull tab frag 1 0.20
1 3 11 511 64 plastic wrapper frag 1 2.01 1915
1 3 12 395 11 porcelain knob type insulator
w/ washer & nail thru center
1 22.80
1 3 12 413 25 hitch 1 221.9
0
1 4 0 8 6 redware body sherds 2 1.70
1 4 0 8 11 square porcelain frag 1 0.60
1 4 0 12 20 unid 23 34.80
1 4 0 12 20 29 clear, pressed glass 1 2.50
1 4 0 13 20 clear melted glass 5 20.00
1 4 0 13 20 melted glass 3 4.30
1 4 0 20 20 amber glass 1 2.30
1 4 0 20 20 aqua glass 1 2.70
1 4 0 20 20 bottle glass frag 8 16.00
1 4 0 20 20 clear bottle glass 1 6.10
1 4 0 20 20 clear glass frag, "HAV…" 1 1.30
1 4 0 20 20 dark aqua 2 0.70
1 4 0 20 20 patent finish 1 2.30
1 4 0 20 20 26 small panel bottle frags 3 6.40
1 4 0 20 20 30 green bottle glass 1 0.90
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UNIT F LEV G TYP MTR V# DESCRIPTION N W T DATE RANGE
1 4 0 20 20 31 amber bottle, possible 1 1.80
1 4 0 314 6 redware glazed sewer pipe
frag
1 5.00
1 4 0 400 25 unid metal 2 8.36
1 4 0 401 25 sheet metal 3 7.52
1 4 1 1 6 12 lead glazed redware  small
jug?
3 32.00
1 4 1 1 8 yellowware frags 2 3.70 1812 1900
1 4 1 1 8 14 thick yellowware footed bowl 
burned
5 20.80 1812 1900
1 4 1 1 8 15 light yellowware 3 1.90 1812 1900
1 4 1 5 2 ironstone base "pankhurst
hawley"  burned
1 2.60 1850 1882
1 4 1 5 2 5 very thick plate  bow knot
pattern
1 9.00 1860 1860
1 4 1 5 2 6 ironstone plate-thick & burned 2 24.80 1864 1867
1 4 1 5 2 7 rim of saucer burned 1 1.90
1 4 1 8 2 ironstone frags 7 6.20
1 4 1 8 2 ironstone frags burned 17 36.80
1 4 1 10 20 25 tumbler lip 1 4.80
1 4 1 91 21 mason jar lid liner 1 2.40 1858 1938
1 4 2 700 55 bone frags 5 3.30
1 4 2 700 55 cow ribs 5 32.00
1 4 2 700 55 pig humerus 1 21.90
1 4 2 700 55 unid bone 4 7.10
1 4 3 300 20 window glass 16 16.70
1 4 3 310 77 red brick frag 2 7.00
1 4 3 320 25 unid nail frags 19 30.69
1 4 3 321 25 complete cut nail 1 4.50
1 4 3 321 25 complete cut nail, annealed 1 1.00
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UNIT F LEV G TYP MTR V# DESCRIPTION N W T DATE RANGE
1 4 3 321 25 complete cut nail, annealed 1 3.10
1 4 3 321 25 complete cut nail, annealed 2 6.60
1 4 3 321 25 complete cut nail, annealed 3 17.20
1 4 3 321 25 complete cut nail, clinched,
annealed
1 2.30
1 4 3 321 25 complete cut nails 2 2.80
1 4 3 321 25 complete cut nails 2 4.60
1 4 3 321 25 complete cut nails 3 9.40
1 4 3 321 25 complete cut nails 12 78.30
1 4 3 322 25 complete wire nail 1 3.20
1 4 3 322 25 complete wire nail 1 7.30
1 4 3 322 25 complete wire nails 4 20.10
1 4 3 322 25 wire nail w/ traces of sheet
metal
2 4.50
1 4 3 322 25 wire roofing nail 1 2.90
1 4 3 324 25 cut nail, incomplete, annealed 6 22.30
1 4 3 324 25 incomplete cut nails 63 163.6
0
1 4 3 325 25 wire nail frags 18 28.30
1 4 3 360 25 entangled iron wire frags 5 81.77
1 4 3 364 25 iron, ring shaped unid
hardware
1 58.71
1 4 5 6 6 redware flowerpot frag 1 0.70
1 4 6 159 25 buckle, incomplete 1 4.40
1 4 9 426 25 wrench complete 1 195.4
1
1 4 10 195 86 pipe stem frag, bit end red ball
clay
1 1.00
1 4 11 510 60 red soft rubber frag 1 0.30 1870
1 5 0 13 20 melted glass 4 28.30
1 5 0 13 20 melted glass 5 20.80
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1 5 0 20 20 aqua bottle frags 16 28.90
1 5 0 20 20 aqua bottle glass frag 2 2.50
1 5 0 20 20 clear bottle frags 15 36.30
1 5 0 20 20 clear bottle glass frag 1 10.90
1 5 0 401 25 sheet metal 3 2.55
1 5 1 1 6 12 lead glazed redware  small
jug?
4 12.50
1 5 1 1 8 14 thick yellowware footed bowl 
burned
9 27.20 1812 1900
1 5 1 2 1 2 whiteware slop bowl base
Columbia W m Adams + Sons
1 142.6
0
1850 1850
1 5 1 2 2 8 ironstone base frag, probably
molded slop bowl
1 19.40
1 5 1 2 6 16 redware w/ ivory colored slip 1 0.50
1 5 1 2 14 10 cc small pitcher 8 17.20
1 5 1 5 2 ironstone base, 3 17.90 1860 1882
1 5 1 5 2 3 shallow ribbed brown  partial
mark no id
1 44.50
1 5 1 5 2 3 shallow ribbed brown  partial
mark no id
1 109.3
0
1 5 1 5 2 4 ironstone plate double
sydenham irregible impressed
4 34.10 1860 1860
1 5 1 5 2 5 very thick plate  bow knot
pattern J + G Mulkin
7 60.80 1860 1860
1 5 1 5 2 6 ironstone plate, thick, 4 27.40 1864 1867
1 5 1 5 2 9 undecorated ironstone saucer 1 2.70
1 5 1 8 2 ironstone frags 34 25.60
1 5 1 8 2 ironstone frags, burned 18 55.40
1 5 1 10 20 25 clear tumbler 2 13.20
1 5 1 90 20 21 canning jar - mason type 1 26.40 1858 1938
1 5 1 91 21 milk glass canning jar lid liner 2 4.90
1 5 2 700 55 bone lamb chop? 2 21.10
1 5 2 700 55 calcined bone 3 1.50
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1 5 2 700 55 chicken humerus 1 0.20
1 5 2 700 55 chicken tibia 1 0.10
1 5 2 700 55 chicken tibia 1 0.40
1 5 2 700 55 chicken tibia 1 0.50
1 5 2 700 55 distal femur frag 1 51.40
1 5 2 700 55 rib fragments 4 1.80
1 5 2 700 55 unid 16 0.90
1 5 2 700 55 unid bone 2 1.00
1 5 2 700 55 unid long bone frags 2 2.70
1 5 3 300 20 window glass 5 20.40
1 5 3 320 25 unid nail frag 20 23.26
1 5 3 321 25 cut nail, complete 1 8.15
1 5 3 321 25 cut nail, complete 1 8.20
1 5 3 321 25 cut nails, complete 1 10.08
1 5 3 321 25 cut nails, complete 3 19.94
1 5 3 321 25 cut nails, complete 5 12.31
1 5 3 321 25 cut nails, complete 5 23.67
1 5 3 321 25 cut nails, complete 7 9.11
1 5 3 324 25 cut nail frag w/ head 21 74.63
1 5 3 324 25 cut nail frag w/o head 14 32.02
1 5 3 360 25 "J"-shaped iron wire 1 1.17
1 5 3 369 25 iron spike 1 24.34
1 5 3 372 25 possible washer 1 8.19
1 5 6 158 26 small garter, possible
suspending buckle
1 1.03
1 5 8 221 21 milk glass lamp globe 1 1.40
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1 6 0 12 20 clear glass frags 3 5.80
1 6 0 401 25 rusted unid scrap sheet metal 29 42.90
1 6 0 456 25 metal stripping 2 14.80
1 6 1 1 6 12 lead glazed redware, small
jug?
3 8.30
1 6 1 1 8 yellowware frag burnt 1 1.40 1812 1900
1 6 1 1 8 13 yellowwware rim, pie plate? 2 3.60 1812 1900
1 6 1 2 14 10 small cc pitcher 5 15.50
1 6 1 5 2 5 very thick plate  bow knot
pattern J + G Mulkin
2 8.70 1860 1860
1 6 1 8 2 ironstone frag 7 3.40
1 6 1 8 2 ironstone frag, burnt 5 5.70
1 6 1 90 20 aqua fruit jar frag 7 26.80 1858 1938
1 6 1 90 20 21 canning jar - mason type 1 7.90 1858 1938
1 6 3 300 20 window glass 4 5.40
1 6 3 310 77 salmon red brick frag 19 50.10
1 6 3 321 25 cut nail 1 1.40
1 6 3 321 25 cut nail 1 3.00
1 6 3 321 25 cut nail 3 17.80
1 6 3 324 25 cut nail frag 11 21.00
1 6 3 325 25 wire nail frag 3 2.10
1 6 7 120 25 large skeleton key, shaft intact,
loop broken
2 23.30
1 6 10 191 85 pipe bowl frags 2 1.50
1 6 10 191 85 pipe bowl in shape of a skull 1 13.40
1 7 0 20 20 aqua bottle frags 3 3.90
1 7 0 367 25 small tack 1 0.60
1 7 0 401 25 unid sheet metal 1 0.60
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1 7 1 1 6 12 lead glazed redware, small
jug?
1 36.60
1 7 1 1 10 11 salt glazed stoneware 1 7.10 1800 1900
1 7 1 5 2 ironstone frag, burnt 1 2.40
1 7 1 5 2 ironstone plate frags 1 2.60
1 7 1 5 2 4 ironstone plate double
sydenham irregible impressed
2 278.7
0
1860 1860
1 7 1 5 2 6 ironstone plate frags w/ partial
mark W .E. Corn + partial
7 140.5
0
1864 1867
1 7 1 8 14 CC frags 6 7.30
1 7 1 90 20 21 canning jar - mason type 1 2.40 1858 1938
1 7 1 90 20 22 canning jar base frag 1 52.30 1858 1938
1 7 2 700 55 bone 1 10.30
1 7 3 300 20 window glass 2 9.40
1 7 3 321 25 cut nail 1 23.20
1 7 3 321 25 cut nail 2 19.00
1 7 3 321 25 cut nail 5 28.80
1 7 3 324 25 cut nail frag 14 26.40
1 8 0 20 20 aqua bottle frags 3 11.70
1 8 0 20 20 27 aqua bottle with pressed
decoration leaves/flloral
1 4.00
1 8 0 401 25 sheet metal, square can? 23 74.80
1 8 1 1 8 yellowware frag 1 5.10 1812 1900
1 8 1 2 14 10 small c.c. pitcher 1 4.90
1 8 1 5 2 5 very thick plate  bow knot
pattern J + G Mulkin
1 2.80 1860 1860
1 8 1 5 2 6 ironstone plate frags w/ partial
mark W .E. Corn + partial
1 4.50 1864 1867
1 8 1 8 14 CC frag 1 0.80
1 8 2 700 55 medium mammal rib frags,
burned
2 5.30
1 8 3 310 77 salmon red brick frag 5 24.10
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1 8 3 321 25 cut nail 1 3.40
1 8 3 324 25 cut nail frags 6 23.60
1 8 10 192 85 pipe bowl w/ heel "T.D." 2 6.50
2 1 3 300 20 window glass 1 0.50
2 1 3 311 79 mortar frag 1 6.70
2 1 3 321 25 cut nail 1 1.60
2 1 3 326 25 cut nail frag 1 0.40
2 2 0 12 20 clear glass 12 14.50
2 2 0 13 20 melted glass 1 14.00
2 2 0 13 20 melted glass frag 3 12.30
2 2 0 20 20 aqua bottle 1 10.90
2 2 0 20 20 brown glass (modern beer?) 1 0.40 1890 1938
2 2 0 20 20 43 machine made bottle neck 1 13.70 1890 1938
2 2 0 367 25 3 or more tacks melted
together
3 2.30
2 2 0 370 25 screw 1 3.70
2 2 0 400 25 metal frags 4 4.70
2 2 1 8 2 ironstone frag 1 0.80
2 2 3 300 20 window glass frag 1 1.50
2 2 3 310 77 brick frags 12 51.60
2 2 3 321 25 cut nail 2 3.30
2 2 3 321 25 cut nail 3 9.60
2 2 3 321 25 cut nail 3 31.00
2 2 3 321 25 cut nail 5 26.30
2 2 3 321 25 cut nail 6 6.50
2 2 3 322 25 wire nail, small 3 6.70
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2 2 3 324 25 cut nail frags 25 33.50
2 2 6 130 20 white glass button 1 1.70
2 2 7 31 10 42 stoneware ink bottle frag 1 2.70
2 2 11 510 60 rubber shoe trim, discarded 5 0.50
2 2 11 511 64 discarded 3 1915
2 2 11 511 64 plastic frag, discarded 2 0.40 1915
2 2 11 511 64 plastic piping, discarded 1 1.10 1915
2 3 0 12 20 clear glass 4 4.10
2 3 0 20 20 amber bottle glass 1 0.50
2 3 0 400 25 machine part 1 4.80
2 3 3 300 20 window glass frag 5 9.20
2 3 3 310 77 structural brick 12 215.4
0
2 3 3 321 25 cut nail 3 10.10
2 3 3 321 25 cut nail 5 11.10
2 3 3 322 25 wire nail 1 4.30
2 3 3 324 25 cut nail frags 7 14.10
2 3 7 31 10 42 stoneware ink bottle frag 1 3.90
2 3 11 511 64 sprinkler head frag 1 1915
2 4 1 5 11 40 porcelaine cup base frag hand
painted brown floral
1 1.40
2 4 3 310 77 structural brick 14 341.1
0
2 4 3 321 25 cut nail 4 7.00
2 4 3 324 25 cut nail frag 6 7.20
2 5 0 20 20 aqua bottle frags 1 0.10
2 5 0 20 20 clear glass jar rim 1 1.00
2 5 0 51 25 oval can/tin lid 1 18.40
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2 5 0 367 25 tack? 1 0.50
2 5 3 310 77 structural brick 13 137.2
0
2 5 3 321 25 cut nail 1 5.40
2 5 3 321 25 cut nail 8 15.20
2 5 3 325 25 cut nail frag/small 2 2.40
2 5 3 326 25 cut/wrought nail frag 1 14.00
2 6 0 12 20 clear glass 1 0.90
2 6 1 2 2 41 molded ironstone handle from
serving vessel
1 37.30
2 6 3 300 20 window glass frag 1 1.60
2 6 3 310 77 structural brick 7 82.60
2 6 3 321 25 cut nail 3 4.10
2 6 3 321 25 cut nail 3 13.30
2 6 3 324 25 cut nail frags 9.10
2 6 10 191 87 pipe bowl frags 1 1.10
2 7 3 300 20 window glass frag 1 1.50
2 7 3 310 77 structural brick 2 4.80
2 7 3 321 25 cut nail 6 18.50
2 7 3 324 25 cut nail frags 4 5.80
2 7 10 191 87 pipe bowl frags 1 0.60
3 2 0 8 12 unid ceramic 3 7.20
3 2 0 12 20 unid glass 6 4.90
3 2 0 12 20 unid glass 8 10.30
3 2 0 12 21 milk glass frag 1 0.40
3 2 0 12 21 38 milk glass frag w/ flower
pattern pressed
1 3.00
3 2 0 20 20 unid glass 2 0.90
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3 2 1 1 6 12 lead glazed redware 2 5.80
3 2 1 1 8 15 light yellow plate 2 4.00 1812 1900
3 2 1 1 10 35 salt glaze stoneware w/ cobalt
dec
1 8.50 1800 1900
3 2 1 2 2 39 molded ironstone, panelled. 1 49.00
3 2 1 8 2 unid ironstone 9 7.90
3 2 1 10 20 clear tumbler frag 1 10.30
3 2 1 10 20 36 clear tumbler, pressed 1 4.50
3 2 1 10 20 37 green depression glass
tumbler
1 2.30 1920 1938
3 2 2 700 55 chicken bone frag, humerus 1 3.80
3 2 3 310 77 brick frags 7 130.5
0
3 2 3 320 25 unid nail frag 2 0.40
3 2 3 322 25 wire nail 3 16.50
3 2 3 324 25 cut nail frag w/out oxidation 1 2.50
3 2 3 324 25 cut nail frags 6 33.10
3 2 3 324 25 cut nail frags 25 40.80
3 2 4 7 1 1 Jewsbury + Brown toothpaste
jar
1 0.70 1894 1938
3 2 6 130 12 marbled brown spherical
button
1 1.80
3 2 7 367 21 milk glass head tack 1 0.60
3 2 8 224 20 light bulb frags 6 1.40 1890
3 2 11 511 64 almond joy candy bar wrapper
frag, discarded
2 0.20 1946
3 3 0 20 20 decorated aqua glass 1 2.80
3 3 0 401 25 circular sheet metal frag 1 0.50
3 3 1 1 8 15 light yellow plate 1 11.10 1812 1900
3 3 1 8 2 ironstone 3 2.10
3 3 2 700 55 unid bone 2 6.80
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3 3 3 310 77 brick frag 1.50
3 3 3 324 25 cut nail frags 7 12.10
4 1 0 12 20 pressed glass frag 1 1.10
4 1 0 370 25 screw frag 1 2.60
4 1 1 8 2 unidentified ironstone 1 0.70
4 1 3 300 20 window glass frag 1 0.80
4 2 0 12 20 pressed glass frag w/ a "H" 1 1.10
4 2 0 12 21 milk glass frag 1 0.40
4 2 1 65 55 knife w/ bone handle 1 15.70
4 2 3 312 71 asphalt roofing shingle frags 9
4 2 3 320 25 nail frags 9 6.80
4 2 3 369 25 spike frag 1 9.40
4 2 11 511 64 plastic frag 1 0.20 1915
4 2 11 511 64 plastic frag, medium, discarded 1 0.10 1915
4 3 0 20 20 aqua glass frags 3 3.90
4 3 0 400 25 small box bracket, 2 circles on
top, hollowed, shaped like a
1 1.40
4 3 0 456 25 rusted metal strip, bent at edge 1 35.90
4 3 1 1 8 yellowware 1 0.25 1812 1900
4 3 1 8 14 frag of creamware 1 0.10
4 3 3 320 25 nail frags 7 9.40
4 3 8 220 20 lamp globe part 1 0.10
4 3 11 511 64 plastic frag 1 0.10 1915
4 4 0 400 25 unidentified metal 2 2.20
4 4 2 700 55 large mammal bone frags,
possibly cow
8 30.30
4 4 3 310 77 brick frag 1 1.40
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5 1 0 12 21 milk glass frag 1 2.50
5 1 0 13 20 melted glass frag 1 2.10
5 1 2 700 55 long bone shaft frag 1 0.30
5 1 3 325 25 wire nail frag 2 3.20
5 1 11 400 25 lighter strike roll, discarded 1 1.40
5 1 11 511 64 unid plastic pieces, discarded 5 1.30 1915
5 2 0 12 20 clear curved glass frags 2 6.20
5 2 0 330 70 coal 2 5.50
5 2 0 330 70 coal slag 1 3.70
5 2 1 1 6 red earthenware frag 1 4.20
5 2 1 8 2 white ironstone frag 1 1.10
5 2 3 300 20 colorless window glass 2 1.60
5 2 3 310 77 red brick frags, discarded 4 6.80
5 2 3 322 25 wire nail, complete 1 2.70
5 2 3 324 25 cut nail frag 1 1.70
5 2 3 325 25 wire nail frags 2 15.20
5 2 11 511 64 white plastic straw frag,
discarded
1 0.00 1915
5 3 0 13 21 melted milk glass 1 1.50
5 3 0 20 20 amber glass frags 2 2.20
5 3 0 20 20 aqua glass frags 37 39.50
5 3 0 330 70 coal, discarded 4 6.00
5 3 0 401 25 3/4 inch strip metal 1 7.60
5 3 1 1 10 glazed crock pieces 3 33.60 1800 1900
5 3 1 1 10 unidentified stoneware 3 10.40 1800 1900
5 3 1 8 2 ceramic sherds, small 2 6.30
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5 3 1 8 2 white ironstone frag 2 9.20
5 3 2 700 55 bone shards 3 4.20
5 3 3 310 77 red brick frags, discarded 43 330.8
0
5 3 3 324 25 cut nail frags of various lengths 24 85.70
5 3 3 325 25 wire nail frags of various
lengths
6 13.40
5 3 7 180 87 clay marble 1 2.90
5 3 11 507 27 onion soup foil package,
discarded
1 2.90
5 3 11 511 64 plastic frag 1 1.80 1915
5 4 0 12 20 clear glass frags 2 8.40
5 4 0 12 20 clear glass, unid 2 1.70
5 4 0 20 20 aqua glass, unid 3 6.60
5 4 0 20 20 clear bottle glass, unid 1 7.00
5 4 1 8 2 ironstone frag burned 1 0.90
5 4 1 8 2 ironstone frag, burnt 8 38.40
5 4 2 700 55 bone with butcher marks 1 23.10
5 4 3 300 20 colorless window glass 6 5.60
5 4 3 310 77 red brick 1 1,104.
30
5 4 3 310 77 red brick frags, discarded 41 680.4
0
5 4 3 310 77 red brick with inclusions and
yellow striation
1 831.5
0
5 4 3 310 77 red brick, discarded 11 825.9
0
5 4 3 310 77 whole yellow brick with 5
holes, textured ends
1 2,320.
00
5 4 3 321 25 cut nail 1 0.90
5 4 3 321 25 cut nail 1 1.00
5 4 3 321 25 cut nail 1 2.10
5 4 3 321 25 cut nail 1 8.60
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5 4 3 321 25 cut nail 4 13.50
5 4 3 324 23 cut nail frags 4 7.55
5 4 3 324 25 cut nail frag 9 22.40
5 4 7 102 26 wheat penny 1 3.00 1916 1916
5 5 0 12 20 glass, unid 1 0.90
5 5 1 8 2 ironstone frag, burnt 2 13.40
5 5 1 10 20 25 clear tumbler 1 9.30
5 5 3 0 40 angular structural stone 1 794.5
0
5 5 3 300 20 colorless window glass 3 4.70
5 5 3 310 77 red brick frags, discarded 18 576.4
0
5 5 3 320 25 unid nail frag 1 1.60
5 5 3 324 25 cut nail frags 2 6.40
6 1 0 20 20 glass frags 2 2.80
6 1 3 300 20 small flat glass frag 1 0.10
6 1 3 324 25 cut nail frag 1 7.30
6 1 11 54 64 straw frag 1 0.10 1915
6 2 0 8 9 48 earthenware frag w/ teal slip 1 0.10
6 2 0 12 21 milk glass 2 0.70
6 2 0 20 20 amber bottle frag 1 2.00
6 2 0 20 20 clear glass 19 23.20
6 2 0 20 20 44 clear bottle base A 1 33.90 1938 1969
6 2 0 20 20 45 green bottle frag 1 0.70
6 2 0 330 70 coal 5 3.40
6 2 2 700 55 unid. Bone 1 0.80
6 2 3 300 20 aqua glass, window 6 6.00
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6 2 3 310 77 brick frag, discarded 14 204.6
0
6 2 3 322 25 wire nail 5 17.20
6 2 3 325 25 wire nail frags 2 2.30
6 2 5 6 9 flowerpot 2 11.60
6 3 0 8 12 ceramic frags 4 2.70
6 3 0 12 20 glass w/ pressed leaf 1 8.30
6 3 0 12 21 flat milk glass frags 2 1.10
6 3 0 13 20 melted glass 1
6 3 0 20 20 glass frags 18 37.80
6 3 0 330 70 coal, discarded 1 0.50
6 3 1 1 10 unident stoneware 1 10.30 1800 1900
6 3 1 2 2 46 molded ironstone server 1 3.00
6 3 2 700 55 pig rib bone frag 2 6.90
6 3 3 300 20 flat glass frags 2 0.90
6 3 3 300 20 small aqua flat glass frags 11 11.40
6 3 3 310 77 red brick frags, discarded 2 57.30
6 3 3 310 77 red brick, discarded 7 20.70
6 3 3 310 77 whole brick w/ initials LBCO 1 1,810.
50
6 3 3 311 79 mortar w/ brick imprints 1 594.4
0
6 3 3 324 25 cut nail frags 35 113.3
0
6 3 4 25 20 owens - illinois glass co 76 84.50
6 3 11 511 64 plastic wrappers, discarded 5 0.10 1915
6 3 11 530 47 paper scrap, "efe" typed 1 0.00
6 3 12 395 11 round 3 prong insulator 1 20.50
6 4 0 8 6 small redware frag 1 2.60
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6 4 0 12 20 glass frags 30 57.50
6 4 0 12 20 glass frags w/ vine decoration 3 11.70
6 4 0 12 20 thick clear glass rim shard 2 5.20
6 4 0 13 20 melted glass frags 1 6.70
6 4 0 20 20 glass bottle frags 10 28.90
6 4 0 20 20 small aqua glass frags 4 6.90
6 4 0 400 25 large flat metal piece 1 49.90
6 4 1 2 20 glass frags, possibly to a large
pitcher
5 186.2
0
6 4 1 8 1 curved ceramic frags, burned 1 2.90
6 4 1 8 1 small shiny ceramic 1 0.30
6 4 2 700 55 humerus 1 6.20
6 4 2 700 55 small hollow bone 1 0.20
6 4 3 310 77 brick frag 6 134.3
0
6 4 3 321 25 cut nail 1 5.80
6 4 3 321 25 cut nail-no rust 1 0.90
6 4 3 324 25 cut nail frags 3 7.60
6 4 3 370 25 long screw, flathead 1 8.50
6 4 5 6 6 curved ceramic pieces, flower
pot
3 6.20
6 5 0 12 20 clear glass frag 1 10.90
6 5 3 310 77 brick, discarded 1 4.30
6 5 3 321 25 cut nail 1 11.90
6 6 1 1 8 yellowware body sherd 1 1.20 1812 1900
6 6 1 2 2 47 ironstone oval serving dish 1 3.90
6 6 1 5 2 thick ironstone plate 1 16.40
6 7 0 401 25 scraps of sheet metal 2 7.90
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6 8 0 400 75 misc metal frags 18 8.00
6 8 1 8 1 whiteware frag 3 9.40
6 8 3 310 77 2 frags of red birch 2 1,027.
30
6 8 3 325 25 wire nail frag 1 1.50
7 1 2 700 55 unid bone 1 1.70
7 2 0 12 21 milk glass frag 1 0.20
7 2 0 20 20 aqua bottle glass 1 1.20
7 2 0 330 70 coal 5 10.40
7 2 3 310 77 brick frags, discarded 2 1.70
7 2 3 325 25 wire nail frag 1 1.10
7 2 8 220 20 lamp glass 2 0.30
7 2 11 511 64 plastic plant marker "Salvia 1 0.40 1915
7 3 0 12 20 clear glass 2 1.20
7 3 0 20 20 aqua glass 2 2.70
7 3 0 330 70 coal 10 13.20
7 3 0 400 25 unid metal 4 5.60
7 3 2 700 55 cow femur? 1 20.70
7 3 3 310 77 brick fragments, discarded 4 9.50
7 3 3 321 25 cut nails 5 22.50
7 3 3 322 25 wire nails 5 27.20
7 3 3 324 25 cut nail frags 5 12.90
7 3 3 325 25 wire nail fragments 3 3.20
7 4 0 12 20 clear frag 1 0.50
7 4 0 330 70 coal 4 0.60
7 4 1 5 1 49 whiteware cup footring frag 1 1.60
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7 4 3 321 25 cut nail 1 4.20
7 4 3 322 25 wire nail 1 3.10
7 4 3 325 25 wire nail frags 2 1.20
8 2 3 300 20 clear plate glass frag 1 1.20
8 2 3 325 25 wire nail frags 2 7.00
8 3 0 12 20 clear glass 1 0.10
8 3 0 20 20 aqua glass 1 0.70
8 3 0 330 70 coal 5 26.20
8 3 0 400 25 unid metal 5 22.10
8 3 2 700 55 cow rib 1 16.50
8 3 3 321 25 cut nails 2 10.90
8 3 3 322 25 wire nails 6 36.30
8 3 3 325 25 wire nail fragments 2 3.20
8 3 6 130 20 button, amber glass bezel with
round cuprous setting
1
8 3 11 400 27 unid aluminum 6 0.30
9 1 3 300 20 clear glass frags 2 2.20
9 1 3 310 77 red brick frag, discarded 8 56.80
9 1 11 511 64 plastic wrapping discarded 4 0.40 1915
9 2 0 20 20 aqua glass 3 4.10
9 2 0 20 20 clear glass 1 2.10
9 2 1 5 1 51 whiteware blue shell edge 1 0.90 1830 1870
9 2 1 8 2 ironstone frags, unid 3 2.30
9 2 2 700 55 cow bone, unid 2 22.30
9 2 2 700 55 unid bone 5 5.60
9 2 3 310 77 brick frag, discarded 6 23.70
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9 2 3 310 77 red brick frag, discarded 2 2.00
9 2 3 321 25 cut nails 5 21.50
9 2 3 322 25 wire nails 2 4.30
9 2 3 324 25 cut nail frags 2 7.60
9 2 3 325 25 wire nail frag 1 1.80
9 2 8 221 20 50 frosted lamp globe 1 5.10
9 2 11 511 64 grey plastic frag, horizontal
lines
16 2.20 1915
9 2 11 511 64 plastic wrapping, discarded 1 0.10 1915
9 2 11 511 65 modern styrofoam mcdonalds
cup
2 0.50 1940
10 1 0 12 20 clear glass 1 1.70
10 1 0 330 70 coal 1 23.70
10 1 0 360 25 wire 1 1.00
10 1 2 700 55 butchered cow bone? 1 25.60
10 1 2 700 55 unid bone 2 4.30
10 1 3 310 77 brick frag, discarded 5 7.00
10 1 11 511 64 black plastic, unid 1 2.10 1915
10 2 0 12 20 clear glass, unid 7 3.20
10 2 0 12 20 55 deco pattern 1 1.90 1920 1938
10 2 0 20 20 clear glass, bottle, unid 1 6.10
10 2 0 330 70 coal 5 7.50
10 2 1 5 2 53 saucer frag 1 1.90
10 2 1 5 2 54 part of cup? 1 4.30
10 2 1 8 2 ironstone frag 2 2.40
10 2 2 700 55 pig molar 1 2.40
10 2 2 700 55 unid long bone frag 1 13.80
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10 2 3 300 20 aqua glass, window 8 8.70
10 2 3 310 77 brick frag, discarded 13 158.6
0
10 2 3 321 25 cut nails 2 7.40
10 2 3 324 25 cut nail frags 3 5.90
10 2 5 6 9 52 flowerpot frag 2 12.00
10 2 11 0 52 cotton, cigarette filter? 2 0.10
10 2 11 507 27 aluminum foil? 3 0.30
10 2 11 511 64 plastic wire coating 3 0.90 1915
10 2 11 511 65 duct tape, discarded 3 0.30
10 3 0 12 20 clear glass 1 2.30
10 3 0 330 70 coal 1 4.10
10 3 3 310 77 brick frag, discarded 2 5.40
10 3 3 324 25 cut nail frags 3 8.80
10 3 11 511 64 grey plastic frag, horizontal
lines
1 0.10 1915
11 1 0 20 20 amber glass frag 1 2.00
11 1 0 20 20 clear bottle glass frags 5 14.54
11 1 1 22 20 brown bottle glass frags 3 8.77
11 1 3 300 20 clear window glass frags 2 2.64
11 1 3 322 25 wire nail 1 2.70
11 1 3 324 25 wire nail frag 1 5.68
11 1 3 369 25 complete metal spikes 2 32.93
11 1 11 0 27 aluminum wrapper piece,
discarded
2 0.02
11 1 11 0 66 wax paper piece 2 0.02
11 1 11 511 64 blue-gray plastic frags,
discarded
1 0.08 1915
11 1 11 511 64 piece of plastic wrapper,
discarded
1 0.00 1915
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11 2 0 12 20 clear glass frags 7 10.80
11 2 0 20 20 65 amber glass bottle neck frag 1 77.40
11 2 0 400 25 melted metal frags 4 4.17
11 2 1 90 20 66 mason jar fragments 2 4.40 1858 1938
11 2 3 322 25 wire nail frags 1 3.85
11 2 3 360 25 wire frags 3 19.12
11 2 3 369 25 complete metal spikes 2 36.30
11 2 11 51 27 aluminum can lid w/ tab base
and stem
1 0.88
11 2 11 155 63 modern nylon material,
discarded
1 0.10
11 2 11 507 27 pieces of aluminum foil,
discarded
3 0.80
11 2 11 511 64 white colored plastic cap w/
pink discoloration
1 0.48 1915
12 1 0 330 70 coal discarded 1 3.80
12 1 1 1 10 salt glazed stoneware jug? 1 13.20 1800 1900
12 1 1 5 2 64 ironstone frag 1 2.70
12 1 3 300 20 window glass 1 0.40
12 1 5 6 6 63 flowerpot 1 1.50
12 2 0 12 20 clear glass 4 5.10
12 2 0 13 20 melted glass 1 4.00
12 2 1 1 6 60 redware 1 10.10
12 2 1 1 8 58 yellowware 3 1.70 1812 1900
12 2 1 1 10 61 salt glazed stoneware rim frag 1 4.70 1800 1900
12 2 1 5 2 62 ironstone rim frag 1 0.30
12 2 2 700 55 unid bone 1 1.70
12 2 3 300 20 window glass 5 4.40
12 2 3 321 25 cut nails 2 18.40
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Appendix B: Artifact Catalog
UNIT F LEV G TYP MTR V# DESCRIPTION N W T DATE RANGE
12 2 3 322 25 wire nails 6 26.50
12 2 3 324 25 cut nail frags 5 19.70
12 2 3 325 25 wire nail fragments 6 9.20
12 2 5 6 6 59 redware flowerpot 1 3.20
12 2 8 220 20 lamp glass 2 1.40
12 3 0 13 20 melted glass 1 3.10
12 3 0 20 20 56 mold blown olive bottle 1 1.10
12 3 1 8 2 ironstone frags 2 3.10
12 3 2 700 55 bone frags 7 5.80
12 3 3 300 20 flat glass frags 2 2.60
12 3 3 324 25 cut nail frags 14 38.40
12 3 8 221 20 57 clear glass - fancy lamp globe? 1 6.00
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